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Foreword 


In academia historians are the only people paid for looking backwards. 
That may seem odd, because administrators are supposed to be 
forward-looking. They also frequently become presidents or deans in 
higher education. Lawrence Cremin, a pre-eminent historian of 
American education, is also President of Teachers College, Columbia. 
Harold Silver, known on both sides of the Atlantic as one of the most 
penetrating and productive historians of education, is also Principal of 
Bulmershe College of Higher Education. It is perhaps not coincidental 
that the talents that mark Cremin and Silver as observers of the past also 
render them astute policy analysts, for as political scientist James Q. 
Wilson argues, wise decision-makers need to gauge the trajectory of 
events, assessing their momentum and density over historical time. 
Effective policy analysis, he says, “involves statements about what has 
happened in the past, not speculations about what may happen in the 
future’. 

Education as History should be of particular interest to two groups: to 
educational policy-makers who wish to take a longer view of alternative 
Policies and their consequences; and historians who are open-minded 
enough to learn about the tunnel vision of, yes, even historians. Here is 
a book by a fine craftsman and a capable theorist who raises highly 
Provocative questions about how people construct meaning. Indeed, the 
Creation of opinion - and its more complex construct, ideology - is 
really the central theme that unites these essays. John Maynard 
Keynes’s aphorism might well be the motto of the book: ‘A study of the 
history of opinion is a necessary preliminary to the emancipation of the 
mind. I do not know which makes a man more conservative - to know 
Nothing but the present, or nothing but the past.’ Silver does not want 
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his readers to be mindlessly conservative, but he is equally critical of 
present-minded Whig historians and declamatory radicals. 
Silver writes of a number of policy issues of concern to de 
makers today - the liberal and the vocational, expectations engendered 
by higher education, the relation of education and poverty, the 
contesting versions of ‘social science’ in education - but his approach is 
not to gain ‘relevance’ for history by investigating whatever is the 
current absorption of policy-makers. In a sense what he is doing is meta- 
policy-analysis rather than looking for neat historical answers to current 
problems. What does this mean? He looks beyond the current 
policy issues to inquire about who is defining events as problems, ‘what 
structures of power lie behind the question mark’. He points out, for 
example, that poverty has been a continuous human condition but that 
it has been ‘discovered’ (regarded as a problem to attack) only at certain 
times. The same might be said for youth, or the family, or the 
educational ‘basics’. For the historian to ignore interpretations of the 
recent past is to leave the ground ‘not just to social and political science, 
but to ahistorical social and political science, not just to political 


cision- 


list of 


eet but to fiction and romance’. By asking when and why issues 
ave « . . i 
become defined as problems at certain times and in certain 

] issues, 


Places, historians can call attention to underlying structura 
which in turn helps to determine a more effective policy than accepting 
erian terms of debate as controlling. 
tem mens whatever the polite discourse may have been 
ahha. a dene tional higher education, at issue was a great 
hierarchies which ee snobberies, heresies, distinctions, z 
plicated’, He arenai expectations” of higher education or 
- hope in the 1960s at the stages of the educational war on pover 7 
in the 1980s - al growing scepticism in the 1970s, neglect or = 
with the actual Pic to do with fashionable opinion than 1t 1e 
lachian hollows Same — who lived in Liverpool slums or appe 
af Social arae Di : à is most interesting pages dissect the claim 
era and the Be do-gooder variety of the late Victorian 
Paene tae ch jective evaluators of the last generation. The 
ames, ‘ea ae ns and aims of the Victorians embarrassed ther 
sophistiened arro = p T [telling in his criticisms of ‘the 
investigation = ce ol a primitive science’ exemplified in recent 
8 S. the social scientists examining the effects of com” 
pensatory education, for example, he sees as masters of the tinsel ° 
technique but inferior detectives, looking in the wrong place for clues: 


about 
status 
an 
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rs of opinion because their findings 


But they became influential shape! 
ht and on the left who wanted to 


appealed both to those on the rig! 
torpedo reform. 

j Silver believes that history can contribute to informed policy 
discussion by subjecting the timing and definition of ‘problems’ to close 
analysis and by trying to gauge the trajectory of events against a longer 
and richer background than is customarily the case in policy analysis. 
To do this effectively, he argues, historians themselves need to become 
more self-conscious, less blandly pragmatic and crude conceptually, and 
less prone to a top-down interpretation of developments (dictated too 
often by the fact that official documents are easier to find than sources 
that illustrate the underside of history). He asks precisely the questions 


that I think are crucial to the improvement of the craft: how to combine 
: how to use explanations from 


social history with the impact of ideas; 
social science sensitively in history without losing the immediacy and 
power of dense description; and how to rephrase the questions that have 
been poorly posed. 

First, consider the issue of how to treat ideas in the social history of 
education. The earliest phase in the history of education was the study 
of the social philosophies and pedagogical theories of the great 


educators from Plato to Herbart and Dewey. This remains a common 
have assumed rather than 


approach, but all too often historians 

documented the actual impact of these thinkers. As Silver shows in his 
essay on Robert Owen, there has been a C 
which great figures to publicize. By contra 
have relegated ideas to the attic of historiography 


that variable and assembling tables to prove the © 
Of sociologists of empirical bent. Both versions of history suffer from 


ignoring the dialectic of idea and behavior. What Silver proposes and 
exemplifies is ‘historical excursions into how people, groups of people, 
People in action, have interpreted and reinterpreted their world’. It is of 


course essential to realize that ideologies and opinions do not float in 
ata, serve particular groups 


Space; they arise from particular social str 
and interests, and change over time as the relations of people change. 
Silver’s investigation of social science and changing conceptions of 
education and poverty illustrate two such topics that relate ideas to 
Particular segments of the society. 

Second, he illuminates the issue of how to use social science theory in 
history. Silver rejects three common approaches used by historians. 
One takes the ‘commonsense’ stance that all that is needed is to tell a 


urious myopia in selecting 
st, some social historians 
while counting this or 
bvious, in emulation 
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story straight without the need to have or use theories. All this non - 
bury the explanatory model in the narrative. Ancther appar n 
adopt some broad and preferably ponderous term - modernization’ 
serve well, being suitably vague - borrowed from some social = y 
(usually well after the concept’s inadequacies have been detai a : 
scholars in the field of origin). A third is to adopt a cogent theory in i 
simplified form and find only evidence that supports it, mae 
uni-dimensional and uni-directional form of history. An example oft 
is the cruder form of Marxist analysis in which the capitalist state 
produces such predictable and overwhelming effects that investigation 
of particulars seems hardly worth the effort. , f _ 
The book Unpopular Education, a prime and interesting example n 
dissects, ‘became a reminder to the 1980s’, Silver asserts, ‘that historica 
intention, when coupled with strong theory, remains an elusive 
ambition. It became a case study in theory attempting to use, or to on 
history, and in the ease with which history, theory, and radical no 
can coexist without communicating.’ What is needed, Silver asserts ant 
demonstrates in his own substantive and historiographical chapters, IS 
‘sensitive dialogue between the experience and the theory’. Theories oe 
in essence elegant simplifications of complex transactions, useful e 
laying bare the connections between phenomena, but rarely e 
accepted whole without the nuance and sense of surprise which the 
Particulars of the past constantly offer to the discerning scholar. m 
While there are exceptions on both sides of the Atlantic, Englis 
historians seem to have some advantage over their American brethren a 
dealing with Marx and with class analysis. The McCarthyite hysteria Me 
the 1950s cast a long shadow on American scholarship in history et 
social science, while in England some of the most distinguished WOR 
Since the Second World War has continued to explore class relation” 
ships in a sophisticated Marxian mode. English liberal or conservative 
scholars might have regarded their Marxist peers as foolish but not 2 
subversive. s 
The promising work of American scholars like George Counts (in his 


brilliant studies of the 1920s), Horace Mann Bond, and Merle Curti 
found few successors in the fri 


conservative scholars in En 


social and economic class, but American writers mostly shied away 
from the impact of class 
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Oppression and social control, they largely ignored the more nuanced 
and culturally-sensitive versions of radical analysis that were 
represented by the best English and continental Marxists and even the 
native American tradition of left-liberal analysis represented by Curti 
and Bond. 

One of the virtues of this book is that Silver does not have a double 
Standard of criticism, one for the scholars who stand outside the general 
Marxist framework within which he works and another for those of 
Contrary persuasion. He is as ready to criticize the stridency and 
Luddite policy consequences of much radical analysis as he is the top- 
down and atheoretical narratives of the traditional historians. By 
raising previously unasked questions in a kind of prospective 
historiography he has given scholars a new agenda. By stressing the 
value - indeed, the necessity - of examining the past in shaping wise 
decisions about the future of education he has challenged the 
faddishness of educational policy. He calls for a dialogue that uses an 
informed scepticism to realize the principles of social justice. 


David B. Tyack 
Stanford University 


Introduction 


There are few, if any, uncontroversial fields, themes, concepts and 
judgements in the writing of history. The history of education has often 
appeared uncontroversial until it has been brought into a relationship 
with other social phenomena, structures and processes, and the firm 
basis of its historical reconstruction has been made to look more fragile. 
In relation to the economy, for example, it has become increasingly 
uncertain what the history of education reveals about social mobility or 
status, and what in that history constitutes cause and effect. In relation 
to politics and political ideologies, it has become unclear how to 
represent the points of maximum connection in unambiguous terms: 
was the 1902 Education Act a step forwards or backwards, and what 
were the intentions and outcomes of payment by results? In relation to 
the histories of the church, the labour movement or pressures for 
reform or democratic improvements, there are alternative pictures and 
explanations, In relation to the classroom, the curriculum, the teaching 
Profession, there are rival historical descriptions and claims. 

Take, for example, the period 1790- 1830, and the origins of mass or 
popular education. The period remains, in spite of the libraries of 
historical literature, a controversial field for political, economic and 
Social historians, and for the history of education. When, if at all, in this 
Period is the ‘making of the English working class’ to be located? How 
important and influential was the political radicalism of the 1790s? Was 
there a ‘tradition’ of radical, popular and working-class attitudes to and 
activity in education which carried ideas and practices through this 
Period, into that of Chartism and beyond to the later labour movement? 
How are the activities and especially the motives of political and social 
reformers to be analysed and understood? In what ways are precise, 
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detailed, complex social events to be situated in the broad sweep of 
capitalism and industrialism - or any other concept designed to describe 
and interpret fundamental social processes? Was mass schooling a 
function of the humanitarian, reforming instinct and purpose, or of the 
need for new forms of social order and control? These and a variety of 
similar and related questions are embedded in all attempts to describe 
and explain the strands of popular education as they emerged in this 
period. As firmly as any other period of educational history, this period 
of economic and social change, new popular and radical pressures and 
politics, reform and innovation, resistance and reaction, conservative 
self-defence and conservative innovation, makes the boundary between 
historical description and interpretation impossible to discover. 
Description and narrative are emphasis, choice, interpretation. The 
organizing concepts and categories are interpretation. The concepts of 
social order and social control which are basic to David Rothman’s The 
Discovery of the Asylum in the United States, and Michael Ignatieff’s 
study of the penitentiary in the Industrial Revolution in England, 4 
Just Measure of Pain, have been illuminating but controversial attempts 
at historical reconstruction and interpretation. The very starting-point 
is an act of interpretation. As Edward Thompson points out, ‘too often, 
since every account must start somewhere, we see only the things which 
are new. We start at 1789, and English Jacobinism appears as a by- 
product of the French Revolution. Or we start in 1819 and with 
Peterloo, and English Radicalism appears to be a spontaneous 
generation of the Industrial Revolution’.! Historical revision has 
become concerned more and more not only with starting-points but also 
with the validity of the concepts associated with them. When did the 
Renaissance begin, and was there a Renaissance? When was the take-off 
of the Industrial Revolution, and was there an Industrial Revolution? 
When did reformers discover the specialized institution as a form of 
social control - and was it in fact a form of social control? How did 
educational developments relate to the formation of a working class, O" 
to the expression of aspects of working-class culture - and was there 4 
working class or a working-class culture? In examining education and 
its related Processes (and which Processes?) in this period, therefore, We 
are involved with judgements about beginnings, about processes, and 
about the concepts and categories in which they are organized and 
interpreted by historians.2 
_ Data, concepts and judgements can and are being constantly renego 
tiated and revised. Styles and Structures of analysis change, ar 
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challenged, are replaced, co-exist. Things pass, in Albert Goodwin’s 
phrase, into ‘the limbo of frozen historiography’ .’ There is no longer, in 
history or elsewhere, a monolithic conservatism, or Marxism or libera- 
lism. Escape into historical certainty is not difficult, but it is 
increasingly difficult to justify. Take, again, the period 1780-1830. 
Crucial though the industrial developments of the late eighteenth and 
early nineteenth centuries were to modern Britain, it is important to be 
cautious about how the whole range of social and educational changes 
are explained in relation to the concept of industrialization. Richard 
Johnson, in a discussion of E. P. Thompson’s The Making of the English 
Working Class, asserts the need to analyse change without abandoning 
the analysis of economic relations. He detects ‘a tendency to fall back on 
the categories of a non-Marxist economics; “process of industrialisa- 
tion”; “problems of economic growth” ’.* However, in a discussion of 
Johnson’s own interpretation of the period 1780-1850, Malcolm Dick 
considers that Johnson’s stress on the role of the emerging bourgeoisie 
‘in promoting the “hegemony” of industrial capitalism in the early 
nineteenth century . . . exaggerates the significance of industrialization 
for the development of education’.’ 

Thompson has elsewhere struggled with the difficulties of this and 


related concepts: 


It has been a common complaint that the terms ‘feudal’, ‘capitalist’ or 
‘bourgeois’ are too imprecise, and cover phenomena too vast and 
disparate, to be of serious analytic service. We now, however, find 
constantly in service a new set of terms, such as ‘pre-industrial’, 
‘traditional’, ‘paternalism’, and ‘modernization’, which appear to be 
Open to very much the same objections; and whose theoretical pater- 


nity is less certain.® 


If ‘industrial’ and ‘pre-industrial’ are open not only to objection but also 
to theoretical debate, so, for example, are the vocabularies of corporate, 
urban, bureaucratic life which have become basic to the history of 
education. As historically usable categories they are as elusive and 
Contentious as those which Thompson lists, but historians have a 
tendency to persist with them as common-sense, indisputable categories 
in which to package contiguous data. In the United States; C. F. Kaestle 
and M. A. Vinovskis have demonstrated the unreliability of a general 
View of educational development based on the concept of urbanization. 
They have shown that commonly held assumptions about the relation- 
ship of educational attitudes and actions to the process of urbanization 
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attainment of reforms which may have been specified positively, but in 
either more ambiguous or vaguer terms. Education has been seen in this 
case as against privilege and injustice, against exploitation and poverty, 
against racial prejudice and a variety of socially undesirable trends 
which have been given different priority ratings at different times - for 
example promiscuity and venereal disease, drug abuse and traffic 
accidents, and uncritical addiction to the media and to commercial 
advertising. The converse of such concepts can, of course, be presented 
in positive terms, and education can be seen as for justice, a better 
society, racial harmony and so on, but the argument has been most 
frequently presented in terms of the against rather than the for position, 
with relatively immediate targets for rectification. The aims have been 
presented as elements in a wider conflict or struggle, with obstacles to 
be overcome, barriers to be removed, distinctions to be erased. The 
assumptions in such cases have centred on the conflict of values in a 
democratic or liberal or pluralist or class-divided state; on the need for 
changed relationships between the school and the wider society, on 
those aspects of society which are carried into the classroom from family 
and social background, privilege and under-privilege; on inequalities in 
the system; on public and private education; on discrimination against 
racial and ethnic minorities, and against girls. The concern in this case 
is with the child as a participant in or victim of the social class structure, 
with the social and political determinants of the system, with access tO 
parts of the system, to knowledge, to qualifications and credentials, t 
Status, to employment, to power. 

The history of such an emphasis in the nineteenth and twentieth 
centuries focuses on the sociology of class, the family and the school, 00 
se polies a the education system, on the relationships between 

cation and economic a i i i 
to reform the system teat piar ate er lial) 
defined motives of the ref ehi ya a f 
been Meare The history therefore considers the 

ure in the nineteenth century and through 
secondary school reorganization in the second half of the twentieth 
century; the nature and purpose of government intervention, legisla- 
mons compulsory schooling; Selection for the secondary school, the 
ladder’ of promotion through the system, meritocracy; changing 
patterns of control and of dominant values as reflected in the system, its 
expansion and the balance of its component parts; education and 
welfare; disadvantage and deprivation, compensatory education and 
positive discrimination, government committees and commissions» 
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educational priority areas and urban aid; education and occupational 
mobility; the discriminatory nature of curriculum content and school 
practices, sexism in textbooks, racism in schools. If there is an over- 
whelming nexus of explanation in this version of the history it is in 
terms of the child and the school in relation to social class and status 
within the system, the politics and sociology of education. 

There are, of course, other ways of writing the history, and of 
combining the for and against analyses, but the writing provokes serious 
difficulty and debate about the focus and priority for attention and 
explanation. This is not just a question of Marxist and anti- or non- 
Marxist approaches, since the concept of social class is fundamental to 
almost all approaches to the history of education in Britain. The early 
historians of education - Adamson, Smith, Birchenough, and others - 
found themselves having to present the nineteenth- and twentieth- 
century picture in clear terms of social class. A kind of Fabian social, or 
sociological, or social class history became an essential ingredient in 
almost all approaches to the history of education or any part of it, even 
if the end-messages were liberal or conservative in emphasis. The role 
of Marxist historians, particularly of Brian Simon in the 1960s, was to 
introduce a more systematic version of such a history, elements of 
which were already far more visible in the existing historical work than 
was true of the United States, for example, when the radical revisionists 
came to review their educational history in the 1960s. Nevertheless, the 
history of the infant school or the mechanics’ institute, of the 1870 Act 
or the Hadow Report on The Education of the Adolescent in 1926, 
presents problems of interpretation and emphasis. Brian Simon and 
Marjorie Cruickshank have debated alternative interpretations of the 
1902 Education Act and the ending of the school board era.” There have 
been rival interpretations of the 1862 Revised Code and the introduc- 
tion of payment by results. The first sustained study of the Sunday 
schools has provoked controversy about their control and purpose. 
The ‘radical tradition’ of the nineteenth century has been viewed in 
different ways. To the picture of a continuous tradition has been 
counterposed the suggestion of a major discontinuity around the early 
1840s between an earlier ‘popular’ radicalism anda later ‘working-class 
radicalism, with implications for the interpretation of popular educa- 
tional movements. !? 

The history of education has therefore ir 
cated by the recognition of relationships Wi 
An older history of institutions and of idea 


ncreasingly become compli- 
th other social phenomena. 
s has become subject to an 
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ss of the ambiguous or controversial nature of historical inter- 
penne’ in other and related fields - including economic history, the 
oo of political institutions and ideologies, the history be 
formation, social welfare and reform. The interpretation of é eee me 
for and against therefore points not only towards rival views of as 
educational process, but also towards rival views of the educatio. 
society relationship, and of the definition of education itself. ar 

The problem of the historical meaning or meanings of ee ae on 
the scope of the historical exercise has been particularly explore: 3 
debated in the United States, mainly surrounding the work of Lawrenc : 
Cremin and his pursuit of a historical definition which takes in a spe 
range of processes beyond the traditionally accepted educationa 
institutions." The attraction and importance of extending the history 
into such fields as the history of the press and the modern media, 
church activities and popular culture, are obvious. So are the dangers; 
with the possibility of the emergence of an amorphous history which 
fails to locate discrete educational institutions in a clear relationship 
with other processes, and also fails to establish acceptable and under- 
standable definitions of the wider educational territories." The historio- 
graphic problem in relation to education can be approached from the 
starting-point of exploring the relationship between education and 
opinion. 

Opinion, in the context of the history of education, suggests 4 
different set of emphases and preoccupations from the concept of 
ideology. Ideology, in whichever of the forms it has been presented ove! 
the past century or more, comprises a theory of society, in which the 
actors are allocated more or less conscious roles in representing and 
interpreting their world. The relationship between the material world 
and human consciousness was presented in Marx’s famous formulation 
in the 1850s: ‘The mode of production of material life conditions the 
social, political and intellectual life Process in general. It is not the 
Consciousness of men that determines their being, 
their social being that determines their consciousn 

For Engels, in the 1890s, the human actor wa i 
conditions - imprisoned in forces controlling or circumscribing his 


consciousness, and therefore a creature of ideology: the latter was 4 
process ‘accomplished by the so-call 


but with a false consciousness. The 
remain unknown to him . . 


forces ... He works with 


but, on the contrary» 
gss? “a 
s - in existing socia 


ed thinker consciously, it is peuss 
real motive forces impelling him 
- Hence he imagines false or seeming motive 
mere thought material.’!° It is not important 
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for us here to pursue in detail the outcome of these formulations, 
critical though they are for any definition of the role of the historian and 
what he attempts to portray or uncover. The central point is the 
emphasis on the ‘real’ motive forces as against the ‘imagined’ ones of 
‘false consciousness’, an emphasis which has been fundamental to 
Marxist historiography. In the history of education, its sharpest 
expression, in spite of its attempts to escape from the almost inevitable 
trap, has been Samuel Bowles and Herbert Gintis’s Schooling in 
Capitalist America, the central aim of which was to reveal the ‘real’, 
underlying economic determinants of educational decisions and institu- 
tions.!7 Variants or alternatives to the classical Marxist formulations 
have been sought over the past century, increasingly within Marxism 
itself, in order to unravel the complex problems of the relationship 
between the ‘real’ and the represented and the perceived. The concept 
of ideology therefore has an extensive history. Max Weber, for 
example, pursued the connection between ideas and their sources, 
Seeing ideologies emerge as ideas became ‘discredited in the face of 
history unless they point in the direction of conduct that various 


interests promote’.'? Karl Mannheim developed a theory of ideology 
and governed 


and utopia as distortions of reality for different purposes, 
by different unconscious drives. Like Weber, he looked at the way 
‘antiquated and inapplicable norms, modes of thought, and theories are 
likely to degenerate into ideologies whose function it is to conceal the 
actual meaning of conduct rather than to reveal it’.”° His analysis of this 
degeneration, however, took him away from Marx’s position, into a 
relativist or ‘relational’ stance in which the Marxist position was seen as 
another ideology, as equally dependent on its circumstances as any that 
the Marxist described: ‘those who think in socialist or communist terms 
discern the ideological element only in the thinking of their 
Opponents’.?! 

All of these approaches to th 


or another, on the unreal, degenerative, 
nature of the ideological versions of reality. The concept has, however, 


also acquired a meaning which possesses none of these attributes, 
emerging from an attempt to see how men picture their world, but 
without the element of control by underlying or decaying social and 
economic forces. Ideology in this sense is a philosophical tool, an 
approach to knowledge as the product of interactions differently 
conceived, and elevating the human actor to a more controlling position 
in the process. Theodore Brameld, for example, describes ideology as 


e concept of ideology focus, to one extent 
out-of-date, misrepresentative 
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‘the complex of attitudes, beliefs, ideas, purposes, and customs that 
expresses more or less systematically and more or less accurately the 
program and practices of a culture or an important part of it’. He 
continues: 


It is the prosaic word-picture, fashioned on their own level of 
enlightenment by the people of any tribe or any country in any 
period, to serve as an ostensibly reliable description of the dominant 
patterns of practice and belief of their culture. Clearly, ideology 
should not be thought of invidiously; it may take the form of the 
sincere effort of an age to depict itself.?? 


Ideology, in Brameld’s portrayal, is both more deliberate and more 
reliable, and although it remains rooted in time and place, it relates to 3 
dominant culture, not to unknown and imprisoning forces. Some 
Marxist historians, of course, have also engaged with the nature of 
social experience in ways which attempt to release history from a sense 
of powerlessness in face of the hidden, ‘unknown’ forces impelling the 
socially conditioned, ‘imagined’ drives of the participants. Foster, for 
example, in his analysis of the radicalism of the Industrial Revolution, 
is concerned about changing Jevels of radical consciousness and the 
importance of language in the analysis, given what does not show up 1” 
Statistics unless the historian is looking at the ‘right’ things, in the 
‘right’ places, and for the ‘right’ clues.” Nevertheless, there is the 
common element in all pursuits of the concept of ideology that they 
seek to explain in generalized terms the relationship between conscious” 
ness and world representations on the one hand, and the economic» 
social or cultural shapes of society on the other. 

The concept of opinion is a weaker version of ideology, but at the 
same time Points to different assumptions about the operation O 
society. Opinion points towards the diverse elements amongst aP 
within Social movements, towards conflict and influence, rather than 
manipulation and control, towards the complexities of decision-making 
rather than the self-portrayal of tribes or nations or ages. It has less 
claim than ideology to a body of theory, and is closer to policy analysis 
than to theories of culture or class conflict. J. M. Keynes uses oF 
concept in The End of Laissez-Faire when he suggests that ‘A study ° 
the history of opinion is a necessary preliminary to the emancipation 0 
the mind. I do not know which makes a man more conservative - t° 
know nothing but the present, or nothing but the past.’2# 

It is possible, from such a starting-point, to set on one side tH? 
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important but often historically unenlightening debate around ideo- 
logy, and to focus on social action at a different level. Keynes’s 
common-sense division between the past and the present as people 
experience them is, of course, untenable, in that the messages of the 
past are in and around us. We incorporate them even in resisting them. 
Historians have long disputed about changing interpretations of 
history, about what one of the disputants calls this ‘unending dialogue 
between the present and the past’.”? The disputes revolve around the 
nature of historical analysis and historical facts. Is there, or is there not, 
as Sir George Clark told his inaugural lecture audience that there was, 
‘a hard core of facts, however much it may be concealed by the sur- 
rounding pulp of disputable interpretation’? Or is all historical 
knowledge relative to the position and time of the historian? The 
interest in historical silence discussed in later chapters of this book is a 
long way from Clark’s assumptions, and suggests that a relative view of 
history does not paralyse the historian, any more than relative views 
about the accuracy of committee minutes or the desirability of a 
committee decision paralyses a committee. 

Opinion is an important concept in such an approach, and to what 
one might call a social history of policy. An opinion-related history is 
one in which significant moments of change are explored, counter- 
pressures for innovation and established practice are probed, the 
subtleties of social interaction and their public articulation investigated. 
The basis of such explorations lies not in theoretical models or quantifi- 
able data but in historical interpretation of issues, of how they emerge, 
ance. One example of emergence discussed later in the 
book is the rapid combination in the United States of the early 1960s of 
an awareness of poverty, the civil rights movement and the activities of 
early childhood specialists into a new approach to education as a policy 
instrument. An example of disappearance is the reasons why, at 
different stages and for different reasons, Robert Owen, Lyon Playfair 
and Herbert Spencer disappeared from the historical record of educa- 
tion. Once policy is brought down from a traditional, elevated position 
in ministerial, parliamentary, bureaucratic and to some extent pressure 
group history, it relates to complex processes of social interaction and 
many levels of attempts at influence and intervention. The discussion in 
this book of attitudes to factory children, of the social science forums in 
which public assumptions about education and other processes were 
articulated, of the concepts of liberal and vocational education as 
interpreted in practice by students or consultative committees, are 


of their disappear 
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illustrations of territories in which a ‘social history of policy’ ey 
with an attempt to write a history of educational opinion. Aan er 
about accepted versions of the history of institutions or of the e 7 
about the reasons for certain kinds of historical silence in the Te * 
education, point up the need to re-examine established bases on the 

historical accounts and interpretation have often been constructed. } : 
chapters which follow are inevitably, therefore, concerned both yan 
substantive historical themes, and historiographic and methodologica 

What is attempted is a form of social history, and Keynes’s view = 
the study of changing opinion is an important beginning in the ie 
for that form. This is not, therefore, a history of ideas or intellectua’ 

history, but historical excursions into how people, groups of porte, 
people in action, have interpreted and reinterpreted their world - i 
particularly those parts of it which they have called education. Socia 

history has to some extent in recent years become identified with 
quantitative approaches to the history of population, the family, urban 
growth and similar areas, partly in an attempt to detach it from its old 
identity as an antiquarian concern with the history of costume and 
kitchen utensils. Whatever else social history may be, however, the 
many dimensions of ideology and the workings of crude opinion must 
remain cornerstones. James Mill, writing about economists at the 
beginning of the nineteenth century, proclaimed - at a point before the 
ideology/opinion division became possible or recognizable - that 
‘opinion, of one sort or another, governs the world. Even when it is but 
a prejudice, an error, there is no Power in the moral world comparable 
to its power’. Mill, aware of the emphasis given by the economists t0 
‘the publicity of evidence’, spelled out the power of opinion as a source 
of good and evil, of will and action 
man or the villain . .. at o 
them. Every man is there 
despotically by opinion’. 
for Mill, as for Keynes a 
Keynes the despotism 


the analysts of ideology, 
the individual and the tus 


complexity and dimensio 
and absence of change, 
historical silence. 
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Part One 


Nineteenth-century 
studies 


1 Aspects of neglect: the strange case 
of Victorian popular education 


written about education in Victorian 
and the majority of it has been about 
lected it. Most of what has been 
nd ignorance of it. This is not 
lled, of historical inattention. 
historical enterprise in which 


More has been researched and 
England than in any other period, 
Popular education. Yet we have neg 
written has in fact disguised our neglect a 
Just a question of ‘gaps’ that need to be fi 
It is a more basic question of the kind of 
We have been engaged. Judgements about historical ‘neglect’, of course, 
depend on assumptions about what is, could be, or should be known. 
They entail definitions of the area, purpose and value of study. Such 
Judgements and definitions are ideological statements. 

The themes that have attracted the most attention in Victorian 
Popular education have been those of policy formation and legislation, 
commissions and committees, the provision, control and administration 
of education, and the changing shape of different ‘levels’ of education - 
elementary and technical, infant and adult, and ‘types’ of education - 
board and voluntary. Some attention has been paid to the broader 
Context’ of educational decisions and functions - notably that of the 
Churches and the radical and labour movements, and the nature and 
extent of literacy. Studies have been national and (especially in the case 
Of theses and dissertations) local - with a vast amount of (mainly 
Unpublished) work on local school boards and local institutions. The 
Most researched and discussed areas can be summarized as: the school 
boards, the voluntary school system, and the development of a national 
System of administration (focusing On Kay-Shuttleworth and the 
Committee of Council, Robert Lowe and the Revised Code, Forster 
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and the 1870 Education Act, the politics of the school board era and the 
events leading up to the 1902 Education Act). Attention has also been 
paid (again, often in unpublished work) to pressure groups, from the 
Central Society of Education in the 1830s to the bodies campaigning for 
public education in the late 1840s and 1850s, the National Education 
League of the late 1860s, and the socialist organizations of the last 
decades of the century.! It seems a well-surveyed field, and it has 
produced such publication peaks as Brian Simon’s first two volumes of 
Studies in the History of Education which encompass the Victorian 
period (1960, 1965), John Harrison’s Learning and Living 1780-1960 
(1961), Mabel Tylecote’s The Mechanics’ Institutes of Lancashire and 
Yorkshire before 1851 (1957), David Rubinstein’s School Attendance in 
London 1870-1904 (1969), Richard Selleck’s The New Education 1870- 
1914 (1968), and above all - though only marginally concerned with the 
Victorian period - A.E. Dobbs’s pioneering Education and Social 
Movements 1700-1850 (1919). All of these successfully explored 
education in important relationships with social movements, social 
change, and related ideas and ideals. The period of major contributions 
stretches from the early wide-ranging histories by Charles Birchenough; 
J.W. Adamson and Frank Smith in the 1920s and 1930s, to such 
detailed studies since the 1950s as those of educational policy, politics 
and administration by Eric Eaglesham, Peter Gosden and Gillian 
Sutherland, of religion and education by Marjorie Cruickshank and 
James Murphy, and of school architecture by Malcolm Seaborne.? The 
bibliographies of work published and unpublished are substantial.? 
My dissatisfaction with the mass of books, articles, theses and 
dissertations began to take shape during my co-authorship of A Social 
History of Education in England‘ but became explicit after the compte- 
tion of another book of which I was co-author, The Education of the 
Poor, a history of a Church school for the children of the poor in 
Kennington, South London.’ The work on this book eventually raise 
some awkward questions about this perhaps ‘atypical’ monitorial school 
- as it was when it was created in 1824. The school sources revealed 4 
more imaginative and humane approach to children and to schoo! 
affairs, and stronger school-community links than we had expected, or 
could explain. The school was as concerned in its early decades with the 
children’s health as it was with their souls, and the school and its 
managers were the focal point for Lambeth’s fight against cholera, b? 
sanitation and other environmental nuisances. The teachers wes? 
competent and the school efficient. From the 1880s boys were winnin? 
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ee scholarships to London’s grammar and other schools. A 
A me efficiency and - in a variety of ways - innovation 
e a tom the 1820s to the twentieth century. There could 
E or t inking that this school, in the 1820s and 1830s, or in the 
ae die atypical, but if so what was typical? There was no answer to 
T aaa om when the book was completed it became clear that we 
TR T s Se away from it) because historians had surprisingly 
ae ae on the monitorial system as it was operated in 
a Soi bse 4 one British historical thesis had been written at the time 
ors tial schools (and we had not seen it when we wrote our 
3 n of the Poor). J.R. Carr’s thesis on certain Lancasterian schools 
z London, Middlesex and Surrey investigates some of the subtle 
: eel E the financing, management and operation of these 
siren concludes that judgements based on local schools are at 
SEEN ms those derived from a study of the parent body or of its 
tees oad school. Many of the schoolteachers (unlike the ones in 

gton) had no local support, but others did. There were differ- 


en : = i 
ces between Lancaster’s claims and the realities. The Lancasterian 


Si . 5 e 
chools ‘were not units of a nationally planned system of providing 
fthis kind of investigation - 


ap ee for the poor’. The possibilities o 
e importance of its findings - have gone largely ignored. There 
have continued to be abundant statements about the intentions of the 
founders of the monitorial system, about its stated methods, about its 
defects, its critics and its demise - but nothing about the detailed 
Operation of monitorial schools, no sustained attempts to match theory 
with reality. Yet the monitorial system dominated English popular 
education for half a century. It is arguable that it was the most 
influential innovation in the history of English education, but the books 
On the history of educational innovation have used definitions of the 
term which exclude any consideration of the monitorial system, refuse 
to handle it with more ‘progressive’ innovations.’ The very terms, like 
innovation’ and ‘progressive’ and ‘reform’, that historians have used 
have ensured certain kinds of neglect. The historians of nineteenth- 
century education have presented the monitorial system as a wraith, and 
discussed it as if it were flesh. 

A project on which I had also been working for som 


investigation of the concept of ‘social science’ in the nineteenth century, 
and particularly the organizations created in Britain and the United 
States in the second half of the century for the ‘promotion of social 


Science’. The National Association for the Promotion of Social Science 


e time involved an 
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(NAPSS) and its American counterparts had Education Departments 
which discussed a range of educational issues and campaigned on some 
of them. No serious attention has been paid to the educational content 
of these bodies, either in the published or in the thesis literature.* The 
point of central interest that emerged from this and related studies was 
that little historical attention had been paid to precisely those themes 
that were of most interest to the NAPSS and people active in it - 
including, from the mid-1850s to the mid-1880s, the education of 
factory and workhouse children, ragged and reformatory schools.’ 
During this period at least 50,000 children a year were being educated 
under the poor law. Between the creation of the ragged school move- 
ment in the 1840s and 1881, it was estimated, the London schools alone 
had ‘rescued’ some 300,000 children.'° The number of factory children 
attending school part-time (in factory schools or elsewhere) was 
something of the order of 40,000 in 1851.!! The numbers are not 
inconsiderable. The question is not, however, just one of quantities. 
When my collaborator and I began work on the history of one work- 
house school, for example, we found beyond doubt that in 1838 it was 
educationally more ‘progressive’ than we had expected. It had 4 
Glasgow-trained teacher who made it a condition of acceptance of the 
appointment that the Guardians should purchase various series © 
reading books, maps, slates, coloured pictures of animals, battledores 
and shuttlecocks, and gymnastic poles. For this and other reasons We 
found the standard Stereotype of the workhouse school unhelpful. We 
were faced with questions about what was ‘typical’ similar to those 
i by the monitorial study. Again, almost nothing in the published 
hae helped to disentangle statements of intention, motive an 
Policy, on the one hand, from the reality on the other hand - though on€ 
unpublished thesis. by Alec Ross, had extremely skilfully handled 
ee of quality and variety in poor law schooling. !? 
mpe shut map nieee a eee 
$ enth-century controversies and about the 
work of crucial figures engaged in these neglected instance 
Edwin Chadwick as educationist, Leonard Horne, wt ora faton} 
; $ > Leonard H facto 
inspectors prominent in educational di ae, Me Tane in 
others.” Vital areas of the hinona T FSi np Carpenter, 
had beet ignored -especial e educational ideas, it became at 
only in relation to deeper sae = ia teas eo bë ene” 
ey s of social thought - Darwinism, @ 
n, for example. Historians of education bY 


in general i 
g taken superficial account of the complexities of the history ° 
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social ideas of which education is a part, but it should be added that 
historians of sociology have been equally unable to recognize and assess 
the role of educational thought. Poor Herbert Spencer. From the 
standard histories of education it would be difficult to deduce the extent 
(or even the existence) of his impact on social thought, and from the 
books on Spencer’s sociology it would be difficult to deduce that he 
wrote anything at all about education! 

The conclusion, therefore, was that the great majority of what had 
been written about popular education in the Victorian period offered 
few or no real clues as to relationships in schools, their role in the com- 
munity, or as to the social structures and processes, controversies and 
changing ideas and assumptions, in which education was intricately 
involved. The canon of published literature and the majority of unpub- 
lished research seemed (a) top heavy, in that it was concerned (and even 
then selectively) with the provision and administration of education; (b) 
empty, in that it made few serious attempts to look at the content of 
schooling or other educational processes; (c) one-dimensional, in that it 
made no attempt to consider the impact of schooling, and responses to it 
(or even the range of resistances to it); (d) isolated, in that it made no 
convincing attempt to explore links between school and family, school 
and work, school and recreation, school and politics, school and com- 
munity (though some formal relationships, notably that between school 
and church, have, of course, been widely studied); (e) purblind, in that 
it recognized only limited areas of ‘education’ as being suitable for 


investigation. 


The underlying pattern that begins to emerge from these judgements is 
one of neglect of questions relating to educational realities, to the 
impact of education, to its role in cultural and social processes. The 
easier route of describing the structure of educational systems, the 
Motives of providers, the intricacies of policies, has been umee 
Although it is an easier route, and one which describes changes an ! 
developments, it is not one that often arrives at rounded explanations o 
change - or even at a felt need to offer any. The bits’ of neglect 
therefore fit together to form a picture of widespread hioa 
ignorance, ‘disguised’, I have suggested, by the very bulk of w at as 
been written. Some of these items of neglect can be clustered into 


groups, for example: 
cooling. There is an absence of work on 


The i ‘use’ of sch c 
ak aparta pd on the use of basic schooling_by 


reactions to school experience, 
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largely self-educated working men, and on the important area of: 

The relationship between schooling and literacy. Although useful 
statistical work has been done in this area, there is little systematic 
analysis (at least for the period after the 1830s) of literacy and 
reading matter,'> literacy and participation in social and political 
movements (e.g. the co-operative movement), literacy and the com- 
mercial press from the mid-1840s. 

The quality of educational experience. There are no published studies 
of possible varieties of educational experience in monitorial schools, 
workhouse schools, factory schools, dame schools'* - indeed all 
schools. 

The role of the school in total social relationships. The half-time system 
produced tensions between the child’s role in the school, as 
employee and as an important part of the family economy. Teachers 
had varying roles and statuses in the community. Ragged schools 
produced controversy about the undermining of the family. 
Elementary schools often attracted former pupils and others to 
evening classes (for example, organized science schools), and served 
as a focus for other ‘community’ activities. These and other ways in 
which schools, pupils, teachers, educational activities in general, 
related to wider areas of social experience have been largely 
ignored, and what little research has been done on these areas is 
mainly unpublished.” 

Educational ideologies. Preoccupation with the provision and admini- 
stration of the educational system in the narrowest sense has led to a 
high degree of selectivity in discussions of ‘influential’ nineteenth- 
century educationists. Men and women considered central to 
educational debates in their own time have been omitted from the 
twentieth-century records partly because they have not left educa- 
tional ‘monuments’ in the shape of recognizable twentieth-century 
institutions. George Combe and James Simpson, important figures 
in the controversies and campaigns of the middle decades of the 
nineteenth century, have vanished with their phrenology or their 
secularism; Edwin Chadwick, Mary Carpenter, Louisa Twining, 
have vanished with their interest in other vanished objects like poor 
law schools, workhouse schools and tagged schools; William Ellis 
and William Ballantyne Hodgson have vanished with the Birkbeck 
schools and the teaching of social science. The Transactions of the 
NAPSS are occasionally raided for bits of data, but the relationships 
between educational and social ideas and ideologies have bee? 
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ignored. (In this connection also it should be added that historians 
of ideas in Victorian England have tended to ignore education.)!* 


This is neither an exhaustive nor a sophisticated categorization. It is 
enough, however, to suggest a need to examine the prevalent directions 
of historical attention, and the assumptions they reveal. 

In some respects this is a situation similar to that which obtained in 
American educational historiography at the end of the 1950s. The 
historians engaged in revising American educational history were 
concerned initially both with areas of neglect and with distorted percep- 
tions of what has held the centre of the historical stage - the American 
Public or common school. The radicalization of American politics and 
intellectual life in the 1960s did, of course, draw attention to areas of 
neglect - the education of the black, the female, the Catholic, and the 
under-privileged, for example - but the neglect was in some respects 
relative, as there was distinguished work in existence on the history of 
the education of minorities.” The questions to which Bernard Bailyn 
and Lawrence Cremin drew attention at the beginning of the 1960s, 
and which in various ways a generation of different kinds of revisionists 
then pursued, related most centrally to the way historians had presented 
the common school.”” The history of American education, they 
suggested, had been distorted and truncated by focusing almost 
exclusively on the growth of the public school as a basic instrument of 
American liberal, progressives industrial, democratic development - 
adjectives which all became focal points of debate in the political 
controversies of the 1960s. The old story was not adequate, in Bailyn’s 
view, because it read ‘present issues and definitions back into the past’, 
and led - amongst other things - to 4 ‘casual, inconsequential treatment 
of the colonial period’.”" Narrowness of historical vision had produced 
falsified history. ‘The moral of educational history’, wrote Cremin, ‘is 
the common school triumphant’ - a triumph ‘which had become not 
‘merely an article of popular or professional faith; it had become a canon 
of sound historical scholarship’. The ‘revisionist’ nineteenth-century 
historians who followed - for example Michael Katz, Marvin Lazerson; 
David Tyack, Carl Kaestle and Diane Ravitch - to different extents and 
in different ways broadened the discussion from institutions t0 com- 
munities, to complex patterns of demographic and urban change, to the 
historical role of schoo! and other educational enterprises in social and 
Political dynamics.” Explorations of the familiar and of the sacri? 
were being conducted, and new insights and judgements being arrive! 
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at and debated. New concepts and definitions were involved, and as 
Bailyn and Cremin in particular indicated, at the heart of the historical 
problem was the definition of the educational historian’s terms of 
reference. What was education, and therefore what was the history of 
education? Cremin has persistently argued that the history of popular 
education cannot just be the history of schools, since the school is only 
part of a configuration of education agencies: ‘public schools are only 
one among several important public institutions that educate the 
public’. He has argued that education is about ‘families, churches, 
libraries, museums, publishers, benevolent societies, youth groups, 
agricultural fairs, radio networks, military organizations, and research 
institutes’.* How broad or how narrow educational history can and 
should be has become part of the unending historiographical debate 
that characterizes American educational history. 

Although there are important differences between the questions asked 
in the 1960s and 1970s about the history of education in the United 
States, and those which I am trying to formulate here, there are some 
important ideological similarities. The pre-1960s history of American 
popular education, and the contemporary concerns of British historians 
of popular education, stem from encapsulation in the present. American 
historians found in the common school a necessary explanation of 
twentieth-century industrial democracy. British historians have found 
in the elementary school and its surrounding legislation and policies an 
explanation of the development of twentieth-century welfare state 
democracy. Both obsessive concerns have involved ideological commit- 
ments which have prevented important questions from being asked 
about the past, or - if asked - from being followed through. 


In British terms this seems to me to have entailed an acceptance by 
historians of crude models of social Structure and social change. It has 
meant that at any moment of time only those phenomena which serve to 
explain what has survived in institutional form have been seen as 
worthy of attention. Only those Structures, events, ideas, campaigns, 
successes, failures, in Victorian education and society that have 
meaning in twentieth-century terms have been admitted to the defini- 
tion of the history of education. An understanding at any depth of the 
work of George Combe or Edwin Chadwick, an appreciation of the 
nature and impact of poor law or factory education, 
forgotten controversies which agitated public opinion, 
the subtleties of educational and social experience, 


a sense of the 
an indication of 
the relationships 
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betw i i i 
> een school and wider social and educative agencies, have not been 
as of major importance in justifying twentieth-century models of 


ins : : . s a ns ` + 
titutions implicit or explicit in historical research. Failure to pursue 


such á s x r 
aspects of Victorian education and society has therefore resulted in 
models of social structure, 


the imposition of narrow and inappropriate 

oa phair and social change on nineteenth-century experience. 

Sts : in profound distortions of the history of education, of 

— ultural realities. It has, incidentally, resulted in some of the 

Mein “ee thesis literature (for example that of W. R 
ann, D. K. Jones, A. M. Ross, J. R. Carr and P. J. Rooke), 


Temaini P ri . 
maining unpublished - as the references 1n this paper suggest. 


Even when attempts have been made to widen the understanding of 


prisin popular education, and to explore some of the conceptual 
hearted F in our existing historical analysis, they have been half- 
to appl . res well-known attempt was that of Richard Johnson in 1970 
in ply the concept of ‘social control’ to the work of Kay-Shuttleworth 
particular, in an effort to redeploy some familiar historical material. 
era article on ‘Educational Policy and Social Control in Early 
oe England’? expressed an awareness of gaps in historical 
nowledge, including ‘the founding and maintenance of schools for the 
Poor in thousands of local communities, the critical subject of an 
aae] aa that still largely waits to be written’. It spoke of the 
= grooves of educational research. Outlining various 
Possible approaches to explaining the interests of those who helped to 
Provide voluntary popular education, Johnson admitted to selecting the 
More accessible and more traditional’ one - ‘to scrutinize the social 
assumptions implicit in a particular measure; to study, in a critical way, 
declarations of intent in conjunction with an item of educational 
Practice’. Such an attempt removed any value there might have been in 
Using the concept of social control, and Johnson relapsed into an 
Unenterprising analysis, concerned with ‘ntent’, using social control as 
a uni-directional concept, failing to disentangle intent from practice, 
and practice from effect (and seemingly unaware of the sociologists 
Aifficulties in establishing meanings for the concept): He remained 
Nvolved in a discussion not, 3S he suggested, of authority and power 
Ut of the intentions of those in authority in power ~ which is a starting- 
Point for an analysis of real situations, but can ultimately mean - as it 
did in this case - an evasion of it. There is no point in approaching areas 
Of ignorance with crude analytical concepts an 


d a timid version of 
‘ 
ue i d had 
Critical’ study. But at least Johnson was making an attempt, an! 
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the courage to admit what he was doing. Most historians who have 
reached the edges of difficult or embarrassing questions have turned 
away from them altogether, unwilling or unable to acknowledge and 
scrutinize their own ideological reluctance. 

Embarrassment is perhaps as frequent an obstacle as conceptual 
crudity. Let me take two examples. The first is that of attitudes towards 
punishment in school, which of course suggest wider questions about 
social and human relationships. To know how far corporal punishment, 
for instance, was administered in Victorian elementary schools would 
seem to be at least a useful indication of aspects of the educational 
process, and of wider cultural questions. We do not know, and we have 
either pretended that we do, or have not thought it important enough to 
include among the aspects of education we wish to know. None of the 
published work on elementary schools confronts the material, asks 
questions, worries about the phenomenon. The Kennington school I 
was involved in investigating appears to have been without corporal 
punishment until probably the 1880s - over half a century after its 
foundation. Did other monitorial schools use corporal punishment? 
The National Society’s records indicate that the society discouraged it 
from the outset. Why? How typical was the Kennington school in 
resisting it? That the answer is difficult and confusing is clear from the 
only research done on the subject - a very capable, unpublished thesis 
by P.J. Rooke in 1962. It emphasizes the enlightened view of punish- 
ment held by the founders of the monitorial schools, the nature of the 
discipline sought in the schools, and the ‘rarity’ of corporal punishment 
at Institutions like the National Society’s school in Baldwin’s Gardens. 
At the same time it shows that corporal punishment was in fact used in 
many, though by no means all, National schools in the 1840s, though 
with widely differing degrees of frequency. Rooke begins to raise some 
important questions - mainly about conflicts of attitude, and about the 
reasons for ‘enlightened’ views - but in the tradition of English research 
lets them drop. The point is that it could be embarrassing to pursue 
them, because what the standard works offer is a set of stereotypes of 
the monitorial or later elementary school, which might suffer damage if 
the realities of the punishment situation were pursued too far. 
Historians have assumed that physical punishment was the rule in the 
Victorian elementary school - because it was the rule in the grammar 
and public school. They have not thought it necessary to test, or have 
preferred not to test, this and many other such assumptions.” Some 
monitorial and other schools, schoolmasters, managers and patrons 
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RET Seca than the textbook summaries suggest. Most of the 
: any case summarize what Bell and Lancaster said about 
a without attempting to match a stereotype of a discredited 
hats p S evidence that might exist of possible diversities in the 
ERE much attention to the realities of punishment raises the 
eof se DE of having to ask questions about what we think we 
century. Wh aey and indeed all popular education in the nineteenth 
the er y the National Society resisted corporal punishment when 
s -class schools relied on It, 1S ultimately the same sort of 
RA as whether the monitorial system was an innovation, and how 
atude CTS, was possible among schools, teachers, curricula and 
pee rag to children in Victorian England - all questions to which no 
exist. 
oo pe example of silence which re 
have Rana E on the combination o 
aea aS igh ly influential in the twentieth ni are r 
twoukih ovien, Chinese and other analyses of polytechnic education. 
abies iere like to make three points about Marx’s theory and his use 
ritish half-time system to support his case.” 


i First, Marx’s use of precedent involved reference to Robert Owen’s 

Xperi : s i ; 

perience and views - which Marx misrepresented, and to evidence 1n 
hich he misquoted 


hi í 7 
F favour from the factory inspectors ~ evidence W 
distorted (as well as ignoring comments hostile to the half-time 


alee by some factory inspectors and their witnesses, and the solid 
A: E of the school inspectors). Second, his view of the half-time 
Which, was cold-shouldered by the socialist movement from the 1880s, 

campaigned against the half-time system as a dehumanizing 
Process. Third, Marx’s views on education, their relationship to earlier 
educational ideas and experience, and their position in Marx’s overall 
Hews about society have not been researched and analysed in any 
serious manner. There are implicit in these statements so many possible 
Sources of intellectual discomfort that the reasons for the silence about 
Marx’s educational opinions may not be far to seek. If Marx distorted 
the evidence on which he based his case for a combination of manual 
labour and school (which he did); his views on education become more 
difficult to treat sympathetically. If Marx’s views on education do not 
fit easily into modern ~- OT even nineteenth-century ~ socialist or pro- 
Bressive thinking on education ’'t) his educational 
Philosophy becomes difficult to handle. Mar education and 
labour are pivotal to this theme- Historians her made 


sults from embarrassment is 
f manual work and school 
century and are constantly 


(which they don 
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assumptions about Marx and failed to test them, or they have fled from 
the embarrassment and omitted the central feature of Marx’s educa- 
tional position.” ] 
Instead of serious historical analysis what the field of Victorian 
popular education seems to me to reveal is a pragmatism and a con- 
ceptual crudity that inhibit proper research and analysis. Historians of 
education are not, of course, the only historians who have avoided risks 
to their stereotypes from the controversies in sociology, philosophy and 
the social sciences generally that might challenge their foundations. 
Work on Victorian education rests on assumptions about society, social 
structure, social class, social change, economic and urban development, 
democracy, power and a host of other conceptual tools, rarely exposed 
to analysis by the historians using them, but subject to profound con- 
troversies amongst social scientists. The combination of pragmatism 
and unexamined concepts and models constitutes a historical ideology, 
and it is one that can be seen clearly in operation both in the areas of 
neglect and in the areas of apparently intensive research in the Victorian 
period. It is not possible here to discuss ideologies or the sociology of 
knowledge. The ‘aspects of neglect’ about which I have made judge- 
ments point towards such a discussion, however, and a number of 
summary points need to be made. First, this is not an illusory argument 
for raising history ‘above ideology’. It is an argument for a greater 
commitment to exploring the assumptions on which historical research 
rests - a direction which historians of education have been particularly 
reluctant to take. Second, it is an argument for recognizing that ‘gaps’ in 
knowledge, difficulties in locating sources, shortage of evidence and 
data, may not be ‘technical’ explanations of silence and neglect - they 
may be indications of the historian’s inbuilt reluctance to test the 
difficulties, or even the existence of such obstacles. (I cannot, for 
example, accept that the absence of research on monitorial schools, 
pupil teachers, factory children, reformatories, poor law schools, 
school-community relations, or - to take a different kind of example - 
the educational activities of the Chartist movement,” is purely a 
question of the lack of resources.) Third, it is certainly not an argument 
for replacing one ideology by another - setting out to prove something 
different. E.G. West’s attempt to show how unnecessary has been state 
intervention in English education (in Education and the Industrial 
Revolution and elsewhere),?! is such an exercise in substitution, a kind of 
protracted polemic based on little or none of the kind of research for 
which I am arguing. West uses insecure and selected nineteenth- 


Aspects of neglect: the strange case of Victorian popular education 29 


century statistics, for example, without exploring the controversies to 
which they were subjected at the time, their nineteenth-century 
Meanings. What he produces is an ideologically slanted analysis 
intended to support a thesis about the contemporary state. The trouble 
with alternative ideologies of this kind is that they touch upon 
important questions, but are inhibited from sustained or sensitive 
research or analysis by the ideological passion. A new ‘version’ of an old 
argument is produced, instead of basing an argument in and around new 
insights into historical reality. West’s struggles to overturn accepted 
pictures of educational developments in the nineteenth century remind 
us that there are important questions to be asked (including about 
Statistics), but by imposing misleading patterns on his sources, and even 
on his adversaries’ ‘accepted pictures’, he makes it more difficult to 
answer the questions he raises. The intervening ideology prevents any 
clarification of the relationships of education and society (or economics 
Or politics) in nineteenth-century England. . 

A fourth and final point is that the ideological framework in which 
historians establish their definitions dictates the whole nature of the 
enterprise. Discussions of English education in the middle of the 
twentieth century have been overwhelmingly about the system, about 
the structure of the system, about access tO the system, about the 
organization of secondary education, about the organization of univer- 
sities and teacher education and technical education and the binary 
system, about numbers and ages of transfer and sizes of school, about 
Percentages and finances, about the policies of political parties, about 
the structure of examinations, about urban aid and priority areas. 
Involved in all of this are implications about and interests in the role of 
the state, the balance of national and local government, the roles of 
Professional experts and the lay public, pressure groups and interest 
groups and decision-making, the power of the exchequer, manpower 
forecasting and economic efficiency. Also involved are concepts such as 
those of rights (of children or of parents), democracy and equality (in 
relation to educational and social mobility), and freedom (to buy private 


education). That there are widely differing views about all of these does 
d ideological discussion has 


Not hide the fact that this kind of political an i 
been dominant in education, certainly since the 1930s. In looking for 
historical explanations of this system and all it entails historians wes 
accepted a set of definitions Or terms of reference that have ee 

Most, though certainly not all, historical work on Victorian education. 
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the nineteenth. There are, indeed, historians who have asked questions 
about the educational content or impact of social movements and the 
press, architecture and publishing, industry and towns. Overall, 
however, the historian’s perspectives have tended to focus his attention 
on the growth of the system, people who have demonstrably made con- 
tributions to the system, processes which are still discernible in the 
system, social and economic changes easily (if mechanically) applicable 
to a discussion of the system. 

The diversities and conflicts within our own system have not alerted 
historians enough to the dangers in the kind of pursuit to which they 
have been most committed. The dangers of seeing local studies purely 
as an extension or confirmation of national trends have not been 
detected (as the large number of local studies undertaken by BEd 
students, with their inevitable first ‘background’ and ‘national’ chapters 
testify). Historians have not seen the school child as also a family 
child, a street child, a working child, an aspiring child, an encouraged 
child, a discouraged child, a bewildered child, a child whose social 
class, school, urban and other experiences are not necessarily identical 
to those of similar children elsewhere. The history of ‘education’ has, 
certainly in its nineteenth-century format, been of a certain kind of 
education, one that is divested of such complexities, in which children 
exist only in a set of conceptual stereotypes, are involved in no relation- 
ships, belong only to an ‘emergent system’, and can by and large be 
ignored by historians - preferring another discussion of Kay- 
Shuttleworth and the pupil teacher system or Lowe and the Revised 
Code (though not a discussion of pupil teachers or of the operation of the 
Revised Code in practice) 

It is arguable how far historians should extend their definitions tO 
encompass all of Lawrence Cremin’s wide sweep of ‘configurations’. It 
is necessary, however, to see education not just ‘in context’ (with all the 
lack of relationships that the phrase implies), but in society, 4 
something of society, as forming and being formed by society. It is also 
necessary to identify educational institutions and processes (‘education” 
bearing phenomena’ might be a clumsy way of describing them); 
workhouses and barracks, churches and factories, pupils’ families and 
community activities, for example, which extend our existing concerns: 
It is necessary to escape from untested, comfortable assumptions. It is 

necessary to take difficult paths in research, ones which lead to serious 
questions about real, complex societies - and which take account © 
difficulties encountered by social scientists in analysing thos® 


Aspects o, n Victorian ¿lar education 3 
f eglect: the strange case of ictorian popi 


to approach educational phenomena with 
o as not just to open up questions, 
he difficulty, the 


EE It is necessary 

s ~ . To . 

arper tools of analysis and insight, s 
ú aa 

: etal to be willing to pursue them, whatever t 
mbarrassment, or the discomfort. 


Notes 


l Ss DE Jones, ‘The Lancashire Public School Association, Later the 
ational Public School Association’, Sheffield University MA thesis, 1965, 
and his The Making of the Education System 1851-81 (London, 1977), 
panua chs 2 and 5; V.G. Toms, ‘Secular Education in England 1800- 
aro > London University PhD thesis, 1972; W.P. McCann, ‘Trade 
ils Co-operative and Socialist Organisations in Relation to Popular 
3 R 1870-1902’, Manchester University PhD thesis, 1960. 
arles Birchenough, History of Elementary Education in England and Wales 


(London, 1927); J.W. Adamson, English Education 1789 to 1902 (Cambridge, 
Education 1 760-1902 


1930); Frank Smith, A History of English Elementary 

(London, 1931); E. Eaglesham, From School Board to Local Authority 
(London, 1956); P.H.J.H. Gosden, The Development of English Administra- 
tion in England and Wales (Oxford, 1966); Gillian Sutherland, Policy-Making 
in Elementary Education, 1870-1895 (London, 1973); Marjorie Cruikshank, 
Church and State in English Education 1870 to the Present Day (London, 
1964); James Murphy, The Religious Problem in English Education 


(Liverpool, 1959) 
Working Classes’, Society 
31 and 43; chapter and 


A Social History 


3 See, for example, J.S. Hurt, “Education and the 
Bulletin, nos 30, 


for the Study of Labour History, 

general bibliographies in John Lawson and Harold Silver, 
4 a Education in England (London, 1973). 
awson and Silver, Social History of Education. é 

Pamela and Harold Silver, The ‘Educational of the Poor: The History of 4 
š National School 1824-1974 (London, 1974). ae 

John Ralph Carr, “The Origin, Development and Organization of Certain 

Lancasterian Schools in London, Middlesex and Surrey: A Comparative 

1, 423 and passim. A 


MA thesis, 1963, pp- 4b 
this area of research is Beryl Madoc-Jones. 


‘Social Implications of Elementary Education 1800-1850, with Particular 
Reference to the Work of the Monitorial Schools’, Exeter 
ing manuscript sources in the 


thesis, 1977. Two relevant ‘American theses, using 

United States, are Edward oseph Lancaster an ‘ 
the British and Foreign School Society’, Columbia University PhD thesis, 
1966, and Ray C. Rost, of Joseph Lancaster and the 
Monitorial System on Selected Educational Institutions, 1800-1850", 
Rutgers University DEd thesis. standard British histories refer 
to anything other than the publications sts and (after 
1839) to the Minutes of the Committee 


of the main protagonil 


32 Education as history 


7 W.A.C. Stewart and W.P. McCann, The Educational Innovators 1750-1880 
(London, 1967), for example, does not include the monitorial system as an 
‘innovation’. 

8 L.L. and Jessie Bernard, Origins of American Sociology: The Social Science 
Movement in the United States (New York, 1943) contains a monumental 
study of the American Social Studies Association and related movements, 
but does not discuss the Education Department of the ASSA. There are 
references, but no serious discussion, in Lawrence Ritt, ‘The Victorian 
Conscience in Action: the National Association for the Promotion of Social 
Science’, Columbia University PhD thesis, 1959, and Robert Pemble, “The 
National Association for the Promotion of Social Science, 1857-1886: Some 
Sociological Aspects’, Nottingham University MA thesis, 1968. For further 
discussion, see ch. 5 below. 

9 Also secular education, adult education, the teaching of social science and 
physiology, and many aspects of elementary and grammar school education. 
For reformatory schools see Eleanor Parkinson, ‘The Origins and 
Development of the Reformatory and Industrial Schools Movement to 
1874’, Leicester University MA dissertation, 1976. 

10 R.G. Bloomer, ‘The Ragged School Movement before 1870’, Manchester 
University MEd thesis, 1967, p. 103. The main existing work on ragged 

schools is unpublished. See, for example, D.H. Webster, ‘The Ragged 

School Movement and the Education of the Poor in the Nineteenth 

Century’, Leicester University PhD thesis, 1971, and E.A.G. Clark, ‘The 

Ragged School Union and the Education of the London Poor in the 

Nineteenth Century’, London University MA thesis, 1967. 

Census of Great Britain, 1851, Education in Great Britain (London, 1854), 

pp. lxiv-lxvi. 

12 A.M. Ross, ‘The Care and Education of Pauper Children in England and 
Wales, 1834 to 1896’, London University PhD thesis, 1955. See also J.E- 
Woods, ‘The Development of the Education of Pauper Children in 
Workhouse Schools (1834-1870), Leicester University MEd dissertation, 

1975. The only relevant published works are: Ray Pallister, ‘Workhouse 
Education in County Durham: 1834-1870’, British Journal of Educational 
Studies, vol. XV1, 1968, and Francis Duke, ‘Pauper Education’, in Derek 
Fraser (ed.), The New Poor Law in the Nineteenth Century (London, 1976) - 
both only marginally concerned with the content and quality of pauper 
education. 

13 Jo Manton, Mary Carpenter and the Children of the Streets (London, 1976) is 
an excellent study which elucidates her work, but there is much room for 
wider explorations of her ideas, relationships and areas of concern. 

14 Adamson, English Education 1789 to 1902, gives a typical summary of 
Spencer’s Education without mentioning that he wrote anything else- 
Stanislav Andreski, Herbert Spencer: Structure, Function and Evolution 
(London, 1971), is a sociologist’s account which manages to avoi 
mentioning Spencer’s view of education. For an American example ofa 
fuller awareness of Spencer’s social impact see Clarence J. Karier, Man 
Society, and Education (Glenview, Illinois, 1967). 


As : i 
pects of neglect: the strange case of Victorian popular education 33 


15 There are two valuable studies of the 1830: ici i 
à } s: Patricia Hollis, The 
ian rtd in Working-Class Radicalism of the 1830s (Oxford, ah ea 
wee e enen, The War of the Unstamped: The Movement to Repeal the 
ra f harei Tax, 1830-1836 (New York, 1969). Two earlier studies 
oven a cae in mapping some of the territory: R.K. Webb, The 
rt a ing Class Reader 1790-1848 (London, 1955), and Richard D. 
rs Ne ie English Common Reader: A Social History of the Mass Reading 
ie As ic 00-1900 (Chicago, 1957). 
ma hae piece of pioneering in this connection was J.H. Higginson, 
y ame Schools of Great Britain’, Leeds University MA thesis, 1939, a 
im but valuable pointer in a direction others have not followed. 


17 : 7 ? 
SEn Parsons, Elementary Education in the Local Community: A Study 
elationships in the Attercliffe Area of Sheffield 1870-1940", Leicester 
of school and 


University MEd dissertation, 1975, is a perceptive study 
d twentieth-century Sheffield. The 


oe in late nineteenth an 
published version is Schools in an Urban Community: A Study of Carbrook 
ind 1830-1870 


is sar (London, 1978). 
(Ne example, Walter E. Houghton, The Victorian Frame of Mi 
ew Haven, 1957); barely acknowledges the existence of ideas about 
Popilas education. Historians ofid sses, for example Elie 
19 ae and Raymond Williams, have not made thi i 
otably Merle Curti, The Social Ideas of American Educators 


1935), 

20 The two classic statements are Bernard Bailyn, Education in the Forming of 

American Society (Chapel Hill, 1960); and Lawrence Cremin, The Wonderful 
World of Ellwood Patterson Cubberley (New York, 1965). An excellent 

outline and discussion of ‘revisionist’ historiography is R- Freeman Butts, 


‘Public Education and Political Community’, History of Education 
i i hy of the 1960s and 


Quarterly, vol. XIV, nO. 2- The American historiogtap 
1970s is the subject of the chapter on ‘Public Control, Choice and the State’ 
21 E Harold Silver, Education and the Social Condition (London, 1980) 
22 oe Education in the Forming of American Society, PP- 8-13. 
3 Ron eae The Wonderful World of Ellwood Patterson Cubberley, PP- 17-26. 
‘or example, Michael B. Katz, The Irony © Early School Reform 
(Cambridge, Mass.» 1968); Marvin Lazerson, rigins of the Urban School 
(Cambridge, Mass-, 1971); David Tyack, The One Best System (Cambridge, 
Mass., 1974); Carl F. Kaestle, The Evolution 
(Cambridge, Mass.» 1973); Diane Ravitch, The Great School Wars (New 
York, 1974). Ravitch’s later work - notably her The Revisi : 
Studies in the Historiography of American education New York, 1977) - has 
been critical of the radical revisionists, but The Great School Wars was an 
24 — in reinterpretation. . 
awrence A. Cremin, Public Education (New York, 1976) 
3 American Education: The Colonial Experience, P- 1l. . , 
Richard Johnson, “Educational Policy and Social Control in early Vic! 
2 England’, Past and Present, no. 49 1970. ; 
6 P. J. Rooke, ‘A Study of Rewards and Punishments ! 


(New York, 


p. 585 Cremin, 


torian 


n the Elementary 


34 Education as history 


Schools of England and Wales, 1800-1893’, London University MA thesis, 
2 . 

27 ie is Manton, Mary Carpenter and the Children of the Streets, which 
stresses the dominance of punishment in Victorian schools, but draws its 
examples from middle-class schools, and suggests that ‘very few people 
questioned that it was right, proper, and for the child’s own good’ (p. 3) 
When Mary Carpenter at mid-century rejects the use of corpora 
punishment (p. 87), the author does not see the discrepancy and the question 
that need to be investigated. 

28 See ch. 2. ; 

29 Two studies that have approached these issues have evaded them: Brian 
Simon, ‘Karl Marx and Education’, in Intelligence, Psychology and Education: 
A Marxist Critique (London, 1971), and Edmund and Ruth Frow, A Survey 
of the Half-Time System in Education (Manchester, 1970). See below, pp. 48- 
51. 


30 No serious, extended work on Chartism and education has been done since 
R. A. Jones, ‘Knowledge Chartism’, Birmingham University MA thesis, 
1938. There is almost nothing on education in the contributions on local 
history to Asa Briggs (ed.), Chartist Studies (London, 1959). Although there 
is a section on Chartism and education in David Jones, Chartism and the 
Chartists (London, 1975), it serves to underline the paucity of research on 
the considerable educational activities and impact of the Chartist movement. 
How such studies might develop is suggested by a chapter on Chartism in 
Maureen Greenwood, ‘Education and Politics in Leicester 1828-1850, 
Leicester University MEd dissertation, 1973, 

31 E.G. West, Education and the Industrial Revolution (London, 1975). 

32 Norman Morris, ‘The Contribution of Local Investigations to Historical 
Knowledge’, in History of Education Society, Local Studies and the History 
of Education (London, 1972), argues that local studies, as carried ou? mainly 
by students, have no value. Morris also sees local as mainly an extension of 
national educational analysis - seeing the question purely as one of policy- 
J.R. Carr’s thesis on monitorial schools shows how important local studies, 
differently conceived, can be (see note 6 above). 


2 Ideology and the factory child: 
attitudes to half-time education 


ý particularly sharp illustration of the 
ideological imprints made on education by the nineteenth-century 
protagonists, and therefore the difficulties and discomforts of later 
analysis. It also suggests some further reflections on questions of 
historical silence and neglect. As a phenomenon on the borderline 
between education and industrial development, on the battleground of 
Social reform, individual initiative and competition, and the inter- 
vention of the state, it presents particular dangers and difficulties of 
Interpretation. It stands, as We have suggested, outside what has often 


been taken to be the legitimate sphere of interest of the historian of 
education - the antecedents of the state system of education which 
h century. The half-time 


became triumphant in the late nineteent 
system was at the centre of debate from the 1850s about the desirability 
and possible forms of compulsory schooling. It related to the develop- 
Ment both of legislation and of inspection. It impinged directly on the 
Concerns of the labour movement in the late nineteenth century, and it 
Produced divergent and contradictory responses, based in the main on 
different sectional interests. It fed into Marxist and therefore into 
international debate. It has, like the reformatory and the workhouse 
School, been for the most part lost from sight in the concerns of 
historians of education. 

ly Factory Acts and 


The half-time system, foreshadowed in the carly ; 
effective from 1845, began as a strategy for combating excessive child 


labour and became, in the 1850s and 1860s, an educational theory. Its 
basis was described by one of the first factory inspectors as “combining 


The half-time system offers a 
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school education with an industrial education in a wages-yielding 
employment’.! It began as an instrument of the state for the protection 
of children in certain kinds of employment. The half-time system was 
attacked as an industrial measure when, especially in the last quarter of 
the century, opinion turned in favour of achieving compulsory educa- 
tion for all by other means. Discussion of the half-time system has been 
previously concerned primarily with the tactics of its early introduction 
and with the politics of its later decline and defeat.? Between the two; 
however, considerable interest was shown in the educational implica- 
tions of the half-time process: evidence was accumulated, educational 
theories were elaborated, ideological positions were adopted. It is with 
these, and with the effects of the system on the children, that we are 
mainly concerned. 


The principle of education for factory children was introduced in the 
1802 Health and Morals of Apprentices Act, and that ofa minimum age 
for factory employment was enacted in 1819: the first ‘protected 
children, being apprentices, against their masters. The second pro- 
tected all children against their parents.” Neither was in any important 
sense successful. Under the Factories Act of 1833 children between the 
ages of nine and eleven (rising to thirteen over a two-year period) 
employed in the main textile industries were to receive two hours’ 
schooling on six days a week. The factory inspectors appointed under 
the Act soon complained of the difficulties of implementing the law.* 
The Factories Act of 1844 crystallized the half-time system emerging 
under the previous legislation. It lowered the age of employment to 
eight, but provided for half a day’s (normally three hours) education, 
five days a week, for children employed in textiles, up to the age of 
thirteen (eleven in the case of silk mills), Firms could, if they preferred, 
provide five hours’ education on alternate days. The early inspectors 
tried to enforce what one of them, Leonard Horner, more than once 
described as ‘attendance within four walls of a room called a school’s 
over the quality of which they had no control.5 The Factory Acts were 
extended to cover children in other sectors - printworks in 1845 
(children having to attend school for at least thirty days each half year)» 
mining, bleaching and dyeing in 1860 and lace in 1861. In 1864 the 
potteries children were ‘brought under discipline’.° In 1867 foundries» 
metal, tobacco and other industries were covered, as were workshops 
employing fifty or more workers, In 1870 printworks dyeing av! 
bleaching were assimilated into the Factory Acts. ik 1874 the 
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minimum age of employment was raised to ten, and children covered by 
the Factory Acts who had not attained a given standard of education by 
the age of thirteen were required to stay at school another year. The 
disparities and confusions produced by the mid-1870s were sum- 
marized by an inspector of schools, pointing out that industrial legisla- 
tion required 


the attendance of children up to 13, the Mines Act, for some 
unaccountable reason, releasing them from all obligation to attend 
school at 12 years of age. The Workshops’ Act, again, requires five 
hours a week less school attendance than the Factory Act; and they all 
differ from the requirements of school boards acting under the 


Education Act.’ 


The factory and workshops legislation was consolidated in 1878. The 
1870 Education Act and the principle of compulsory attendance 
enacted in 1876 and 1880 resulted in stronger pressures to raise the 
minimum age of employment, and to ensure full-time schooling for all 
children, but the half-time system was to continue until 1918. 


factory children was rare before the 1833 


Act. Some mills did provide schooling for the children they employed 
Or provided pre-employment education.’ After 1833 some employers 
Were anxious to comply with the Act. Horner, for example, met with a 
Willing response among many cotton mill-owners, notably Henry 
McConnel, Manchester’s largest cotton spinner, who established what 
Horner described as an ‘excellent school’, attending three hours a day to 
the children’s ‘religious and moral training and habits of atts Jes 
breeding, and cleanliness and attention to neatness 1n dress R $ ore 
1833 the Strutts tried to employ only children who had received 3 ye 
tion in the firm’s day school. Factory education often cao : 
Tequirement to attend Sunday school and religious worship: 1 1 i : 
Was reported that young persons under sixteen at ee had for 
Several years been ‘required to attend the Sunday school’ | its 

Even after 1833 progress was slow and sporadic. AD a ar 
and Walker’s school for their mill children at Bradford in 1841 on 
on the generous school provisions which the schoolmaster = $ ` a3 
took a pleasure in showing me’,!! but such reports were eae 
report on his district in 1839 contained both pie Conn ta paas a 
School’, one where children were taught by the E a 
Many intermediate grades’. '? Evidence of apathy and 1 


The provision of education for 
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abundant in the early 1840s. From the 1844 Act employers were also 
faced with the question of whether to send the children to local schools 
or provide their own. Only gradually did the educational content of the 
half-time system become a matter of widespread interest. In the 1840s 
discussion about the half-time system was primarily concerned with its 
role in limiting and therefore humanizing child labour. 

Discussion of the educational value of the system was a feature of the 
late 1850s and 1860s. It was discussed, for example, at an educational 
conference in London in 1857." Between 1859 and 1865 its educational 
significance was analysed at the National Association for the Promotion 
of Social Science (NAPSS) by such well-known figures as Nassau and 
Edward Senior, Mary Carpenter, Edward Wilks - Secretary of the 
British and Foreign School Society - and former HMI Seymour 
Tremenheere. The Newcastle Commission asked for opinions about 
the system in a questionnaire in 1860. Edwin Chadwick compiled some 
75,000 words of evidence on the system which he submitted together 
with a commentary to Nassau Senior, a member of the Commission. 
Chadwick’s interest had stemmed from an address he intended to give 
to the NAPSS in 1859." In 1861 Senior published the documents he 
had drafted for the Commission in Suggestions on Popular Education, in 
which the half-time system featured prominently. The ideas of this 
quasi-pressure group, together with reports by the factory inspectors, 
were used by Marx in drafting a document for the First International in 
1864, and in the first volume of Capital, published in German in 18617. 
The same sources were used by J.M. Ludlow and Lloyd Jones in their 
book on the Progress of the Working Class 1832-67, published in the 
same year. The discussion of the half-time system across these ten or 50 


years is the centre-piece of any analysis of the process of half-time 
education. 


The half-time system was intended, in Chadwick’s words, ‘as a primary 
security against overwork; inasmuch as if we secured their presence in 
school for three hours, we prevented their presence for that time in the 
workshop’.'> The system was rooted in the controversies and campaigns 
of the 1830s and 1840s over the factory system, and especially ove! 
working hours and child labour. Our concern here is with the range © 
arguments used in support of half-time education, 

The early reports of the factory inspectors describe attempts t° 
provide factory schools, and their conviction that the half-time system 
represented major progress. Even in the late 1850s and 1860s the vie 
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was being constantly expressed that half-time education was better than 
none. In 1861, for example, factory inspector Robert Baker stressed that 
in Lancashire and Cheshire ‘but for the provisions of the Factory Act, 
the numbers of uneducated children . . . must be greatly increased’. 
Three years later he declared that ‘the half-time Act is a godsend to the 
Potteries, it being the only opportunity whereby the poor children can 
gain any education’.'* A correspondent told Chadwick that school- 
masters and other witnesses in Rochdale agreed ‘that the half-time 
system has given to the children of these districts an education which 
they most certainly would not have obtained if long school hours had 
been required’. HMI Tufnell told him that ‘the question with the 
Parents frequently is, education on the half-time plan, or no education 
at all?.!7 
A second, increasingly explicit set of arguments related to the 
system’s likely moral and social utility. Mill-owners were discovering 
what others had discovered before them - that education could be a 
useful, socially manipulative instrument. ‘Many of the mill-owners , 
Teported one of the factory inspectors in 1839, ‘who now approve of 
education, were among those who formerly deemed the application of it 
almost impossible, and not likely to be in the least degree beneficial’. 
Once its utility was realized the important questions became how much 
education, and of what kind? When the factory inspectors reported on 
the effects of the 1833 education clauses they offered evidence that the 
Prevailing answers to these questions were as little as necessary, T 
a kind to instil right moral attitudes. An extreme ee t of 
expressed by a firm of cotton manufacturers 1n Derbyshire: We Gi ; 
Opinion that it is more conducive to the welfare of our peop S 
endeavour to make them enlightened Christians than wise in i R 
knowledge; we do not want statesmen in our factories, ae or we 
Subjects.’ At a flax spinners in Westmorland education was sai wy 
improved ‘the conduct and habits of subordination of the factory hana 
at i i f bad language, their 
Senerally, which is very observable in the disuse of © eaa 
Orderly behaviour, neat and cleanly appearance, and increase a sae 
in the attendance of places of worship’. Education sane nee 
home influences, inculcated desirable moral aeons pac 
‘thorough knowledge of the nature and sins of lying, ST een of 
and the like’. At least one school was also pea a a meit BONY 
Punishment for behaviour in the factory: at A coro db d to the school; 
the conduct of the children in the Factory ie a eneral conduct is 
Where necessary punishment Was inflicted, and £ 
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improved thereby, and... the school discipline is acknowledged 
beyond the precincts of the school’.'? 

The importance of this second set of arguments lies in its precise and 
confident assertion of the long-standing effects of half-time education - 
in terms, for example, of punctuality, obedience and other virtues. 
Education would make enlightened Christians and orderly subjects, 
thereby protecting the industrial system, society itself. Edward Wilks 
offered such a perspective when he saw the need for the half-time prin- 
ciple to ‘be defended on the grounds of common humanity, social pro- 
gress, and public security’. Such arguments were not, of courses 
confined to the half-time system. Social discipline and ‘public security 
were familiar touchstones in debates about industry and education. At 
the end of the 1860s even a prominent voice in the National Education 
League could talk about children at work ‘learning lessons of order, 
obedience, and industry in a factory, shop, or office’.?! Most nineteenth- 
century English educationists saw a continuum between questions of 
popular education and those of social order. 

A third cluster of arguments in favour of the half-time system con- 
cerned its contribution to the future well-being of the workers. This was 
often a subsidiary to other arguments, but occasionally the welfare and 
even the social mobility of the factory child became a focus of dis- 
cussion. Mobility related, for example, to opportunities that were 
mentioned for children to become pupil teachers. The basic argument, 
however, was the future role of the working-class child in industry, and 
incidentally the prosperity of the economy. Employers and school- 


uch better servants than the mere 
school-boy’. Mary Carpenter thought one of the chief problems was 
‘how best to prepare the young person for the future work of life’, and 
Edward Senior explained that he and his fellow Poor Law Commis- 
sioners believed it to be of the greatest importance that ‘children who 
have to live by their labour should be trained to labour early . . . boys 
should be accustomed to work at the earliest practicable age’.?? Some 
factory children did graduate from half-time education to higher-status 
occupations: a Rochdale teacher reported, for, instance that of his half 
timers ‘one is an Independent minister at Barlow-on-Humber, one 2 
Baptist minister in America, another in the same country as an Inde- 
pendent; three clerks in one establishment, and several others if 
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“ees eae pm eS 
t ! A y such educational develop- 
ment in the nineteenth century caused unease somewhere that working- 
class children were being educated ‘above their station’. The head of a 
half-time school in Manchester thought that a child’s education ‘must 
be adapted, as far as possible, to his probable future position in society’ 
which meant that ‘it should not be so extended as to make him vain wed 
conceited’. HMI Tufnell recorded that many people objected that 
children were being over-educated at half-time schools, ‘but my reply 
has always been, that I never wished them to receive more education 
than is necessary to ensure that they shall never become paupers again’. 
Mary Carpenter, discussing working-class children, thought ‘the study 
of languages and other branches of knowledge which require great 
length of time, is not necessary for this class’. She told the NAPSS in 


1861 that in the education of such children ‘there must be nothing to 
pamper self-indulgence, to raise the child in his own estimation above 
he most eager supporters of the 


a natural position in society’.” Even t 
alf-time system had a clear notion of the limits beyond which 
education should not go, limits related to the ‘natural’ structures of 


society. 
Other declared reasons for support for the half-time system included 
ombined manual and 


important claims - to which we shall return - for c 
however, clear 


intellectual effort. Reasons for support were not always, 
or unambiguous. Few respondents to the Newcastle Commission’s 
questionnaire were able to explain their attitude to the system. Of the 
fifty-nine published replies from educationists, headmasters, clergymen 
and others, only twenty-one can be construed as positively supporting 
the half-time system: thirty either failed to answer the question about it 
or declared their inability to do so. Those who expressed support did so 
Senerally with vague expressions 0 


fits being ‘very valuable’ or suited to 
Manufacturing districts or wort 


hy of trial. 
Support for the system went together with a defence of its efficiency 
or effectiveness. Examples of efficient half-time schools, or of schools 
Which effectively combined half-time and full-time education, were 
Publicized by HMIs, interested manufacturers and others in the 
1850s.2° The reputation of such schools, and of those which had 
Operated since before 1844, began to increase confidence in the system. 
Fresh claims began to be made for it, particu 


larly as, by the late 1850s 
and 1860s, it was widely held that the quality of available schools was 
improving. 
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Edward Wilks summarized the optimistic view in 1859 by declaring 
that results had ‘proved the principle sound in theory, wise in legisla- 
tion, and practical in working’: schools were now more widespread and 
more efficient.” The Newcastle Commission commented that ‘the 
difficuities of providing efficient education are not so great now as they 
were in 1833’. Nassau Senior, as a member of the Newcastle Commis- 
sion, criticized the quality of the education of most half-timers, but in 
the mid-1860s Tremenheere pointed to ‘a very great improvement’ in 
the schools since Senior’s comments.” Chadwick’s documents for the 
Newcastle Commission were designed to show that the half-time system 
was working efficiently. HMIs and factory inspectors occasionally 
reported broadly to the same effect. In 1861 the secretary of the NAPSS 
wrote that the half-time system would soon ‘be established over the 
whole country. This is one of the subjects on which the quiet influence 
of the Association .. . had been productive of great benefit’. A group 
within the NAPSS had convinced it, mainly on the basis of Chadwick’s 
evidence, that the system was being increasingly successful. Charles 
Kingsley, like others connected with the Association, considered the 
matter proven: the half-time system had been ‘proved to work so well 
... by so many able: judges, and especially by my friend... Mr 
Chadwick, in his letter to Mr Senior, of 1861.3! 

Triumphant claims made for the half-time system and the evidence 
on which they rested concealed uncertainties. They also produced 
counter-claims. Although later in the century criticism of the system 
was to be directed primarily against its role in perpetuating child 
labour, in the 1850s and 1860s the most frequently expressed concern 
was about the system’s inefficiency or failure. The main complaints 
were directed against the effect of the system on National and British 
schools. HMIs reported that the attendance of factory children dis- 
rupted the work of the schools.*? There was some support for the idea of 
isolating half-timers in separate schools, though there were practical 
difficulties.’ Some schools refused to admit half-timers or made them 
unwelcome.” Evidence to the Cross Commission confirmed the 
complaint that ‘the admixture of half-timers with the whole-time 
scholars injures the organization and working of the school’,® 

Reservations about the system’s effectiveness sometimes led ' 
stronger statements. Wilks, in 1859, thought that ‘the education 
results have not been as satisfactory as might be desired’, Baker W25 
frank about the system’s deficiencies, whilst defending it against ‘a0Y 
who may speak... of education in combination with labour aS ; 
failure’. Voluntaryists who had since the 1843 bill opposed state 
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involvement in education naturally attacked the half-time system. In 
1856 the chairman of a voluntaryist meeting criticized laudatory 
comments by Lord John Russell about the system, on the grounds that 
half-timers ‘were very indifferent to teaching, and came to school half 
asleep after their half-day’s work, whilst they disregarded the institution 
also, because it was forced on them by law’. Whatever welcome school 
inspectors gave to the educational clauses of the Factory Acts they were 
aware of the often crippling effects of the system on schools attended by 
half-time children, but also of its inadequacy for the half-timers them- 
selves. In 1851 Morell found ‘the most conflicting reports among 
schoolmasters’ as to the possibility of communicating a ‘satisfactory 
amount of mental culture to the children’ once they had begun work in 
the factories: the results were ‘very discouraging’. Education for factory 
children, he found, was ‘far from what education ought to be, and far 
from giving any cause of congratulation as to the future history of the 
Scholars now under instruction’. The tiredness of the children (especi- 
ally when attending in the afternoons) was, said another HMI, one of 
the main ‘hindrances to the progress of education’. A third felt ‘unable 
to speak with the unhesitating confidence of some better authorities 
and thought ‘experience thus far affords little ground for an expectation 
that the half-time system will produce a working population fairly 
educated’. 
Such reservations about the adequacy and effectiveness of half-time 
education were being expressed from the 1850s. Factory inspector 
Redgrave concluded in 1857 that it possessed ‘in the abstract, all the 
elements of success; but in practice it has entirely failed’. Neither 
employers nor parents had understood its purpose: ‘it is not looked 
Upon as a system of education, but as an adjunct to employment : 
Horner in 1857 was defending the system against those who had con- 
fidently stated on various occasions that the long-tried experiment 1n 
the factories has proved a failure’, and many of the respondents to the 
Newcastle Commission’s enquiry thought the system of doubtful value. 
In the absence of legislation to improve the quality of schools, 
Chadwick himself was bound to admit that half-time education had by 
the end of the 1850s been ‘extensively nominal and illusory, and often 
fraudulent, From officers who have seen only the failures, the majority 


i alf- ime is an utter 
of cases ill get testimony that the half-school time 
Ao Ry rt of half-time education had to 


failure TE i aign in suppo 
. ie campaign in pr a ; A 
reckon with its known drawbacks and with sustained doubts an 
Criticisms. 
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effectiveness of full-time and half-time education. This involved a 
comparison not only of the standards reached, but also of such factors as 
attendance, since the enforced regular attendance of many half-timers 
could compensate for their lack of previous education. Given the prob- 
lems of securing regular attendance at elementary schools generally, 
factory children may have had a better attendance record than full- 
timers. The discussion came to pivot, however, round the possibility 
that half-time education not only might be better than nothing, but 
might actually be more effective than full-time education. Attitudes to 
the education and culture to be transmitted to factory children were 
implied, and sometimes made explicit, in the discussions about the 
merits of half-time and full-time education. 

From the beginning claims were made that half-timers fared educa- 
tionally as well as, or even better than, full-timers. In 1839 factory 
inspector Saunders reported testimonies from two mills that half-time 
children often made ‘as great progress’ or ‘very frequently as much 
progress as the others’.*? The Newcastle Commission heard that school- 
masters thought ‘half-time teaching is far more nearly equal to full- 
time than would be supposed. Some go so far as to assert that it is “very 
nearly as good”’.’** Chadwick’s ‘Communications’ to the Commission 
contain repeated claims as to the ‘relative superiority of the short-time 
school children’, who were ‘quite equal’ to the full-timers, ‘nearly 
equal’ or ‘fully equal in attainments’, ‘not quite up to the full-timers, 
but there is really very little difference’, or made ‘greater progress than 
the full-timers’. Half-timers are described as giving ‘more fixed atten- 
tion’. They ‘come fresh from work to school, and they go fresh from 
school to work’. One witness calculates the ratio of attainment as ‘about 
five to seven of the full-day scholars’."* Similar claims are echoed in the 
reports of the factory and school inspectors.“ Chadwick himself 
believed that half-timers made greater progress than full-timers and 
developed a ‘superior habit of mental activity’. He thought the evidenc? 
‘of all the best teachers ... clear and decisive’ on this score. 

These claims were contradicted - often in the same places as the ones 
we have quoted - though not as part of a coherent counter-campaig”: 
While factory inspector Saunders was quoting positive evidence in 1839 
his colleague T.J. Howell was reporting that ‘in schools admittin® 
Factory children together with other pupils, the latter, so far as my 
inquiries have extended, invariably outstrip the former’. One (though 
only one) of Chadwick’s witnesses confessed that in his school the full- 
time scholars were ‘certainly in advance of the half-time scholars, 3” 
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A on ner - and he accounted for this by reference to differences in 
: e social backgrounds of the children.’ The master of the Birkbeck 
soli a told = Newcastle Commission that ‘after 
diena « nr at the half-time system will enable you to do, 
sould he — out much less ethcient in school matters than they 
Rhea i they hed the whole time’ - a view which Nassau Senior 
scat os the remarkably full and complete’ evidence as to the 
ni alf-timers and full-timers in good schools. + The Newcastle 
A ommissioner who reported positive views also attacked the 
sally ‘gens of some claims for the system: teachers admitted univer- 
wee stated, that ‘under similar conditions of attendance, half-time 
S fal g canmot as some enthusiasts have said, produce as great a result 
oan time’. Inspector Baker quoted a witness whose views he 
een e R respect, and who talked of the opinion ‘gaining 
sehala Fa half-timers are almost as proficient in their studies as day 
Witnes me 3 m this opinion I cannot concur’. The opinion had, in the 
ine SS S view, taken possession of the minds of certain learned but not 
ai y practical men’. Baker quoted views on the factors which affected 
differences of attainment between full-timers and half-timers - different 
aad moral and other powers among the two groups, their family 
ackgrounds, visual and verbal abilities and memories.” 

The school inspectors also provided evidence as to the relative back- 
Wardness of half-time children. J.G. Fitch, for example, in 1864 made a 
forthright ‘ protest against the extravagant claims which are sometimes 
made for the half-time system’. Factory children might often learn 
relatively more than full-timers, but ‘that they learn absolutely more, or 
nearly as much, is, I think, a mischievous fallacy’. 

The Code regulations sharpened hostility to the half-time system 
among teachers from the early 1860s, because the same grant-earning 
Standards were required of the half-time children.” The HMIs’ reports, 
Particularly in the 1860s, and evidence later to the Cross Commission 
and in the pages of The Schoolmaster, show that teachers, resentful of 
Payment by results, found the Code regulations for half-timers parti- 
Cularly unfair.“ 

The critics of exaggerated claims for the hal 
Not a comprehensive explanation of the relativ 


Pas but occasional insights. Baker’s reports i 
alf-timers from better homes performed better. Half-timers also had an 


advantage over full-timers in being older.” Since factory children 
tended to start school from a lower educational base line, they might be 


f-time system produced 
e success of some half- 
show an awareness that 
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seen to be making comparatively rapid progress.» Their regular atten- 
dance was seen to be a factor. An argument pressed by The Schoolmaster 
from the 1880s was that half-timers only did comparatively well 
because full-timers did comparatively badly. Full-timers in Bradford, 
for instance, had ‘no further advantage over half-timers than of getting 
the same lesson twice over. They are not carried forward to any new 
educational ground.’ Full-timers in Oldham, similarly, were ‘merely 
double half-timers’, having ‘no educational advantages beyond the itera- 
tion of the work which the others get at intervals.’ When a comment- 
ator in 1907 talked of the repetition of lessons and of day scholars 
having to ‘mark time’ for the half-timers,** he was describing what had 
always been true. Only the most perceptive witness would have seen the 
force of ‘double half-timer’ much before the 1880s. 

Nevertheless, evidence accumulated to defend the half-time system 
was received relatively uncritically in earlier decades, when the Factory 
Acts needed to be shown to be working. Contrary evidence and critical 
views were, as we have seen, available. 


Some of these considerations explain the appearance at the end of the 
1850s of the group of half-time enthusiasts whom we have seen des 
cribed as ‘learned but not very practical men’. 

Chadwick was the crucial figure. In 1861 Lord Brougham described 
Chadwick’s collection of ‘Communications’ on the subject as ‘an event 
in the history of education’.*? Chadwick compiled this collection of 
interviews and statements to show, among other things, the number 0 
hours he and his witnesses thought children could sustain attention: 
and to justify a preference for half-time over full-time education. Others 
joined him as campaigners, and Chadwick’s ‘Communications’ was 
their campaign guide. 

The witnesses questioned by Chadwick tended to agree that thre? 
hours a day was the maximum period for what a British schoolmaste! 
called ‘bright voluntary attention’ on the part of the children. Most 
witnesses thought three hours was the number that would ‘suffice’s 
would secure ‘concentrated and willing attention’, and would not 
exhaust the children’s ‘capacity of attention’. Some witnesses suggest® 
how the three hours might best be divided up or discussed the different 
spans of attention of children of different ages.°° A factory schoolmaste 
spoke of the ‘common opinion of school teachers that school time ut 
such (full-time) schools is much wasted in the afternoons’.°! Chadwick $ 
own commentary underlined that full-time schooling was mentally a” 
physically injurious. 
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Mary Carpenter, one of Victorian England’s authorities on the educa- 
tion of the poor, made the social class basis of her psychology explicit: 
she told Chadwick that ‘in the higher or more cultivated classes, where 
the organization is more adapted to mental exercise, and the culture of 
the intellectual powers is essential to after life, I do not think eight 
hours per diem too much to be employed in direct instruction’. On the 
other hand, she believed ‘three hours per diem of good scholastic 
instruction would be amply sufficient for the children of the working 
Classes, and of the neglected classes, if I may so call that class below 
them’. She told the NAPSS that it had been ‘proved that three hours 
daily of direct intellectual instruction is quite as profitable as a longer 
Period, and even more so’ - calling the witnesses of the Newcastle 
Commission to her support.®? At the same meeting Edward Senior 
quoted the Chadwick evidence - and Mary Carpenter’s - with especial 
enthusiasm, commenting that ‘of the six hours’ school, nearly two or 
three hours are real literary labour, and three or four enforced sedentary 
idleness’.©} Leonard Horner thought that lengthening the school day for 
factory children would be ‘an entire mistake’ since the effect would be 
‘that their prolonged confinement and wearisome activity would render 
the school still more hateful to them’. Nassau Senior told the NAPSS 
in 1863 that - in full-time schools, for all social classes - ‘we are 
employing labour on the part of our masters, and time, health and 
energy on the part of our children not only fruitlessly but absolutely 
mischievously’. Repeated assertions were often referred to as proof. 

The three-hour philosophy was not without its critics. Inspector 
Baker reported in full the critic who argued against the ‘very able men 
who favoured a maximum of three hours’ mental effort. Children s 
minds were already taxed for only a small proportion of the day -in fact 
by scriptural knowledge and arithmetic, not by less demanding reading 
and writing. HMI Fitch considered ‘the opinion of some philanthrop- 
ists that five hours at school per day, for five days a week, is too much 
for a healthy child’ to be a ‘wholly imaginary’ evil.“® The educational 
theory born of the half-time system drew, of course, on the pervasive 
Opinion that popular education should reach out for only Si 
Objectives. The question for Chadwick was not how long ‘the chi = 
Of the labouring classes may be kept in school’, but ‘in how cele 
they may receive elementary instruction, and be freed from it’. a 
a profoundly important concept. Even more than was ae a 
discussion of elementary education Chadwick was here postulating 
educational optimum for working-class € 


hildren: once it was attained, 
they could be ‘freed’ from education. 


48 Education as history 


The argument for a ‘sufficient’ education was an interpretation of the 
class function of education. This was also expressed clearly in related 
support for drill as a school activity, particularly by Chadwick. Half- 
time began to be interpreted as any combination of mental and manual 
work (including, in some cases, needlework), or even of book learning 
and drill. Drawing especially on the experience of naval and military 
schools, Chadwick saw the half-time system as including a major 
component of drill.‘ The cultural and social intentions of the advocacy 
of drill were precise, typified by the witness who told Chadwick that it 
was an important way to ‘maintain the attention, and insure decorum 
and promptitude’. Drilled boys were ‘prompt, obedient, and punctual’, 
and less inclined to mischief and insubordination. One vivid descrip” 
tion of the effects of drill contrasted ‘the loutish bearing of the 
Lancashire lad and the firm, erect, respectful, and self-respecting 
carriage and behaviour of the same person after he had been thoroughly 
disciplined and polished by the military drill’. Nassau Senior thought 
the effect of drill ‘a remarkable educational phenomenon’, and it bega? 
to be seen even as an alternative to industrial experience, and as a COM” 
tribution to national defence.” 


From the outset Horner and others had hinted at the educational 
soundness of combining mental and industrial activity. Much subse 
quent discussion underpinned such a theory, which was elaborated by 
factory inspectors, in contributions to the NAPSS, in evidence to the 
Newcastle Commission, by Chadwick, Mary Carpenter and NassaU 
Senior, and by Marx and Engels. 

Marx and Engels’s use of this theory was based partly on the evidenc? 
and views we have discussed, and partly on educational views give” 
particular emphasis in early ninteenth-century Britain by Robert Owe? 
In his Condition of the Working Class (published in German in 1845) 
Engels criticized the failure adequately to implement the education 
provisions of the 1844 Act: ‘the attempt to introduce compulsory 
education for factory children has failed, since the Government did not 
provide good schools’.’! This was almost exactly the standpoint that 
Horner had adopted after 1833. In The Communist Manifesto in 184 
Marx and Engels went further and called for ‘public and free educatio® 
for all children. Abolition of factory work for children in its present 
form. Education and material production to be combined’.”? They h@ 
seen in the Factory Acts the herald of a future pattern of educatio”: 
Marx was receptive to ideas and experience in this field, and in 18 
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E zai more firmly, considering ‘the tendency of modern 
oe Tow e o juvenile persons of both sexes co-operate 
ka i Hs ot social production, as a progressive, sound and 
oe ency’. This tendency : had been ‘distorted into an 
iene n i capitalism, but in a rational state of society every child 
on a nine ought to become a productive labourer’, though 
Manes E inst excessive hours of labour. For Marx education now 
Ee z elements - mental education, bodily education (‘such as 
ie inise olg of gymnastics, and by military exercise’) and techno- 
gical training (‘which imparts the general principles ofall processes of 
Pn, Marx had adopted a great deal from the discussions of the 
RA > vlan in the early 1860s, and turned it into a conviction that 
anes one of paid productive labour, mental education, bodily 
ie one polytechnic training, will raise the working class far above 
i of the higher and middle classes’ .”° 

Ponsa published in German the following year, contained a similar 
: sion, quoting from Inspector Baker and Nassau Senior. The 
paltry’ education clauses of the Factory Act, said Marx, ‘provided for 
the first time the possibility of combining education and gymnastics 
ley manual labour’. The factory inspectors had discovered that ‘the 
> ory children, although receiving only one half the education of the 
egular day scholars, yet learnt quite as much and often more’. Senior 
a shown the monotony and uselessness of long school hours; Robert 
ie chad shown the factory system to contain ‘the germ of an 
ation that will, in the case of every child over a given age, combine 
Productive labour with instruction and gymnastics, not only as one of 
the methods of adding to the efficiency of production, but as the only 
method of producing fully developed human beings’.” In 1875 Marx 


Wrote that 

tion of child labour is incompatible with the 
Its realization - if it were possible 
h a strict regulation of the working 
ups and other safety measures 


y combination of productive 
e trans- 


A general prohibi 
existence of large-scale industry - - 
3 would be reactionary, since, wit 
time according to the different age Br) 
for the protection of children, an earl 
labour with education is one of the most potent means for th 
formation of present day society.” 

n the future. Ten years later Engels 
technical education in schools, 
tics, and quoting Capital 


The objective no longer lay i 
defended Marx’s view, rejecting 
©pposing a view that it should replace gymnas 
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against what he considered a weaker programme of educational 
reform.”° 

A full discussion of the use that Marx in particular made of the theory 
of ‘combined’ education would require detailed discussion of the 
educational views of Owen and other early nineteenth-century radical 
educators, and of how far Marx, intepreting Owen, diverged from him. 
It would need to show that Owen was not concerned with - and in fact 
resisted - early paid employment, but with education as a preliminary 
to occupying a place in a changed society. It would need to show that 
Marx’s ‘early combination of productive labour with education’ does 
not derive from the tradition he claimed for it.” 

More important, Marx selected only positive statements from Senior 
and Baker, and used them uncritically. Marx claimed, quoting from 
Baker’s 1865 report, that 


The factory inspectors soon found out by questioning the school- 
masters, that the factory children, although receiving only one half 
the education of the regular day scholars, yet learnt quite as much and 
often more. ‘This can be accounted for by the simple fact that, with 
only being at school for one half of the day, they are always fresh . -> 
The system on which they work, half manual labour, and half school, 
renders each employment a rest and a relief to the other.’78 


The quotation in this passage is not, in fact, from Baker, but from one 
witness quoted by Baker, in a report which contained opposite test!” 
mony from other teachers. Marx’s view of what the factory inspectors 
had found out is also misleading, since - as we have seen - they reporte 

conflicting evidence, and Baker himself had in other reports quoted 
critical attacks on the half-time system. Marx ignored the criticism an! 

the critics, and gave the impression of impregnable support by the 
factory inspectors (which was certainly not true of Redgrave, for 
example), and he completely ignored the evidence of the school 
inspectors. It is true, as Baker points out, that in the early 1860s opinio? 
was ‘very strong in the direction, that wherever children are employe 

at all, education shall be combined with labour’.”” Marx’s use of Senio! 
and Baker reflected this trend in public opinion, but his assertions that 
half-timers were ‘always fresh’ and experienced ‘a rest and a relie 

through the system did not reflect the disquiet that already existe 

about such evidence even while Chadwick was collecting it. H f 
Stokes reflected the basically contradictory and inconclusive nature 
the kind of evidence Marx accepted when he concluded in 1868 tP? 
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‘the time seems opportune for some inquiry into the effects of the half- 
time system upon the children themselves as well as upon the schools 
which they frequent’.® Marx clung to the most optimistic reading of his 
sources, as no doubt did the secretary of the Catholic Poor School 
Committee, who justified the half-time system by reference to the 
combination of agricultural labour and mental cultivation in the 
Benedictine and Cistercian monasteries.*! 

By the 1880s the ‘half manual labour, and half school’ system was 
being widely condemned, as having ‘no intellectual advantage’,* at the 
Cross Commission, by socialist organizations,» and in The Schoolmaster. 
In 1891, when the half-time system was presented as a combination of 
school and technical education which ‘sharpens the children’s wits’ - an 
argument used from Horner in the 1830s to Marx in the 1860s - A.J. 
Mundella called the theory ‘one of the most preposterous fallacies ever 
trotted out by an interested class to hoodwink the community’. 


the half-timers’ school in 1906 as, at 
mes so very moderate that Ambition 
1f-timer was described as ‘practically 
) ta unskilled and low-paid 


Margaret McMillan described 
best, ‘a place where Hope beco 
dies’, The following year the ha 


condemned (unless unusually intelligent 
labour for life’.®° Both of these were true for the whole period during 


Which the system operated. Half-timers were often said to be from the 
lowest, poorest strata of the working class. As early as 1846 an HMI 
Mentions that full-timers’ parents sometimes removed their children 
from school, ‘afraid of contact and contamination from their poorer 
school-fellows’ who came as half-timers. The Newcastle Commission 
heard from Rochdale and Bradford that half-timers ‘spring from a lower 
grade of society than the day scholars’. Factory inspectors reported 
teachers’ comments that half-timers who had not previously attended 
School were ‘generally of an inferior class, frequently depraved’, or were 
the children of negligent or improvident parents, OF orphans, and 
Otherwise destitute’.® Mary Carpenter, as we have seen, distinguished 
between ‘the children of the working classes, and of the neglected 
Classes, if I may so call that class below them’. The reality for these 
Children was summed up by the Bradford teacher who commented in 
1884 - though it could have been said at any time during this period - 
On the meagre amount of learning acquired by the half-timer: he was 
‘inclined to think it will be sufficient to meet the wants of their case. It 
Must not be forgotten what they are likely to remain, and the stations 
they will fill in life’. The half-time system was an important means of 
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cementing the hierarchy of stations of life. 

Given the extreme poverty of most half-timers’ parents, the half-timer 
acquired an early status as wage-earner, and developed a characteristic 
behaviour resulting from this sense of independence. In the 1860s there 
were references to the fact that early half-time employment induced 
insubordination not found among full-time pupils: half-timers ‘bring 
into school rude manners and clothes; they are less amenable to dis- 
cipline than others, as in fact they pay for themselves’. The children 
were learning adult roles and behaviour in the factory, whilst at school - 
in many cases being attended for the first time - they were children. In 
necessitous families their wage-earning capacity resulted in prematurely 
adult behaviour. Fullest evidence is available from the 1880s, but again 
it is equally applicable to earlier decades. 

The Schoolmaster quoted a report on the behaviour patterns-of half- 
timers in Bradford: 


I have watched children enter the mill for the first time, come to this 
school bright, happy, obedient, and with every desire to win the 
approbation of their teachers, This gradually gives place to feelings of 
indifference and carelessness, which rapidly degenerate into obstinacy 
and a disposition to resist any authority.%° 


Half-timers, the Cross Commission heard from one witness, ‘already 
make their money, and they are inclined to insubordination’. Theif 
factory-acquired ‘sharpness’, said another witness, made them ‘more 
ambitious to baffle and defy the teacher than to make educational 
Progress’. Mixing with older boys in the mill weakened ‘their willing” 
ness to subject themselves to anything like school discipline’. The 
witness had seen parents cry ‘because of the change in conduct of the! 
children’, resulting in ‘heartless impudence’, because children cou! 
remind their parents ‘that they are earning their own living and ought 
to be their own masters’. The children became ‘too worldly for the!" 
age’.°! All of these must have been true of earlier decades, as was the 
comment in 1907 that half-timers ‘become clever at repartee and in the 
use of “mannish” phrases . . . They lose their childish habits.” 

For these and other reasons the schools themselves aimed at rigidlY 
defined patterns of social and cultural behaviour. The adequacy of three 
hours’ education a day was expressed in terms of a very low cultur? 
level at which schools for half-timers should aim. Good half-time 
teaching from nine to thirteen was ‘abundantly sufficient to furnish : 
child of average capacity with a sound elementary education’, said 
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Newcastle Assistant Commissioner. Half-time education should not 
concern itself with matters of ‘taste’, said a Bradford mill-owner. The 
problem was how quickly children ‘may receive elementary education, 
and be freed from it’, said Chadwick (adding that ‘the convenience of 
the school teacher and of the school should at every stage be made 
subordinate to the fair demands of labour’).”” 

All such arguments were aimed at securing an efficient education 
which would ‘free’ children as rapidly as possible, but which would in 
ssary social discipline - something made 
children. One HMI described 
e the children of the poor 
d all other ennobling 
form ‘the discipline of 
ystem was ulti- 


the process inculcate a nece 
particularly explicit in the case of factory 
the effects of the Factory Acts as being to mak 
‘more accessible to Christian, literary, an 
influences’. Another thought its effects would re 
our humbler homes’.” All discussion of the half-time s 
mately concerned with its social purposes, expressed primarily in terms 
of conduct and order. The factory inspectors were always anxious to 
demonstrate that education made the children more ‘civil in their 
manners’, But learning to read and write was by itself unimportant, 


because 


s to have the effect of correctly 


and inducing him to conduct 
t in reality 


unless the result of such training wa 
instructing a child in its relative duties, 
himself in accordance with those instructions, it migh 
prove to be injurious, rather than beneficial.” 

d by half-time education would make a 
Mechanics’ Institute or the local night 


school for the employment of his leisure hours’. Instruction in moral 
duties was fundamental. A works library was said to promote ‘habits of 
sobriety and order’. °” Drill produced habits of decorum and prompti- 
tude.’ The half-time system helped to spread moral virtues and 
adherence to the Christian faith.” ay. 
Decency and cleanliness were commonly expressed objectives. The 
moral condition of the lower classes cannot be ameliorated’, wrote a 
factory inspector, ‘until their social habits are changed, until decency 1S 
introduced into their dwellings, until cleanliness is a system and no 
longer an exception.’ Arguing for swimming and plunge baths, Mary 
Carpenter commented that ‘the free application of cold water to the 


A > 100 
person of children is very important, both physically and morally’. 
Schools were also seen as combating bad language, ani 


d promoting the 
right use of leisure. The latter, in the opinion of one comme: 


The permanent habits induce 
youth ‘more likely to look to the 


ntator, 
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would encourage the singing of ‘something that would be worth 
hearing, instead of those filthy and obscene songs, so much in use in our 
factories at present’, and the reading of ‘publications which would do 
them good, instead of the infidel productions of Paine, Volney, &c.’!"! 
The half-time system was in general, said Wilks, ‘a union between the 
classes of society’, and ‘that mutual interest which really exists between 
the employed and the employer’, !° 

Education would, therefore, contribute to the future well-being - 
defined in specific terms - of the half-timer. He would be adapted ‘to 
his probable future position in society’.!® At the heart of this percep- 
tion of the half-timer was the knowledge of his low social status, and 
prevailing social difficulties and tensions. As one of Inspector Baker’s 
witnesses commented in 1865: ‘besides being rough and seldom using 
“thank you”, many scarcely knew there were such words as “Sir”, or 
“Ma’am” ’, 104 


We have been concerned with features of the half-time system and with 
the interpretation of its purposes. Ideological positions are discernible 
in the discussion of its educational details from the middle of the 
nineteenth century, In the last quarter of the century teachers, socialists 
and others were concerned to show not only that half-time education 
was inefficient, but that the continued employment of young children 
was evil. In the conditions of the 1850s and 1860s those who, like the 
early factory inspectors, saw flaws in the existing system looked forward 
to improved schools, an educational test before admission to employ- 
ment, and a higher age of exemption from education.!°° Some, like 
Nassau Senior, looked towards compulsory education.!° Some, 
including HMIs and factory-owners, wished at least to extend the 
Factory Acts to agricultural and other employments.'” In 1870 Lyon 
Playfair looked forward ambitiously to the conversion - under a system 
of compulsory education for all children - of half-time factory schools 
‘into useful secondary schools to teach the Principles of science and art 
relating to the actual industries of the half-timers’ 108 By the 1860s there 
were demands for a wider system of national education and for further 
restrictions on child labour. Higher levels and ideals of education for 
working-class education were being canvassed than were embodied i? 
the half-time system. Doubts, opposition, Proposals for improvements 
were being voiced. Ideological capital was being made out © 
enthusiastic interpretations of what was possible and desirable in an 
industrial society. Those involved must be judged not by our ideologies 
but by close scrutiny of what they made of their own. 
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3 Reputation and the educational 
system: the case of Robert Owen 


Ifa ‘system’ raises complex questions about ideologies and the interplay 
of currents of opinion, so does the fate of an idea or of a reputation. 
Robert Owen’s reputation as an educationist is an outstanding 
nineteenth-century example. The details of Owen’s educational activi- 
ties at New Lanark and elsewhere have been extensively investigated 
and debated in recent years,' but it is revealing to consider what 
happened to his ideas and reputation after the most visible period of his 
influence as an educator and educationist in the 1820s and 1830s. The 
case of Owen offers sharp - though by no means unique - insights into 
how historians learn their points of interest, of emphasis and of silence- 

In this chapter, therefore, we are concerned more with how people 
have seen Robert Owen in relation to education than with his ideas and 
efforts in themselves. In very general terms it can be said that his 
reputation in this field, after the early interest generated by his work; 
suffered a hiatus from the mid-1820s until (among socialists) the 18895 
and (among educationists) the twentieth century. Certainly, at the 
height of his fame at New Lanark, Owen’s work could win enormous 
acclaim as a system ‘both in point of theory and practice, new, 47 
unrivalled’. His system at that time was considered to be ‘adequate t° 
the great purposes of forming the character of individuals and collective 
bodies, civil, moral and religious, of nations and empires’.? Yet, at the 
beginning of the twentieth century, Owen’s most important biographe! 
was to regret that ‘the name of Robert Owen is little known to the 
present generation as an educational reformer’ .} ; 

It is, of course, easiest to follow through influences and reputations 
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when they have been upheld by such obvious end-products as legis- 
lation, administrative apparatus or collected works. The value and 
relevance of the work of Lord Brougham and Kay-Shuttleworth, for 
instance, has been consistently upheld. Owen’s reputation, however, 
has needed rescue operations, and on this point it is perhaps important 
to bear in mind that the national reputation which Owen established 
whilst at New Lanark, based on both the success of the mills and the 
authority which this success lent to Owen’s views, was being eroded 
even before his actual connection with New Lanark ended in the period 
1824-9, Central to this process of erosion was, of course, Owen’s 
attack, in keeping with a social philosophy of which ‘educational’ ideas 
Were an integral part, on established religion. But the process itself was 
of a complex nature. 

The first New Lanark mill had been completed by David Dale, in 
association with Richard Arkwright, in 1785. A description written 
before Owen came from Manchester to assume full managerial control 
in 1800 explained that ‘the spinning of cotton yarn is carried on to a 
greater extent, than at any other place in Scotland, or probably in 
Britain’. Over 400 children were employed, and were not ‘neglected 
with regard to their health, education, or morals, every exertion being 
used for the accomplishment of these purposes, which, as yet, have 
been attended with a degree of success hitherto unprecedented at any 
other public works in this kingdom’. Owen (who acknowledged in his 
New View of Society the foundations Dale had laid) improved vastly on 
the conditions and facilities, but it was his educational arrangements 1n 
Particular which were enthusiastically and internationally praised. Dr 
Macnab, investigating New Lanark on behalf of the Duke of Kent, ‘was 
at once thrown into an ecstasy of admiration; his unpractised pen was 
sorely taxed to depict the feelings with which he was inspired - - str 
Duke at once professed himself a disciple.’* For Macnab, me is e 
deputations, visitors and the onlooking world Owen had PA ria 
an extraordinary man’.° Macnab, it should be ferent > 
extolling this ‘proof’ some two years after Owen had publicly Seri 
ced religion and set out along the road that was to bring upon 
widespread abuse for his infidelity and socialism. 


The New Lanark schools were too overwhelming a piec ee 
for Owen’s standing as an educationist to be undermined a : 


i ic to 
George Combe phrenologist and secularist educator, sos gerne E 
‘ . 
Owen’s views generally, visited New Lanark in November ee 
described the Institution for the Formation of Character, ope! 


iece of evidence 
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four years earlier. The children were admitted at the age of two, ‘three 
women watch them until they are four years old; they then go to 
school ... We saw them romping and playing in great spirits. The 
noise was prodigious, but it was the full chorus of mirth and kindliness.’ 
He describes the children dancing and ‘singing three or four songs of 
the sweetest melody and merriest measure’. Owen had ordered £500 
worth of ‘transparent pictures representing objects interesting to the 
youthful mind’ so that children could ‘form ideas at the same time that 
they learn words’. The greatest lessons Owen wished the children to 
learn were ‘that life may be enjoyed, and that each may make his own 
happiness consistent with that of all the others’. Combe’s most 
revealing comment, in this period of monitorial education, was that ‘the 
teachers had studied the dispositions and faculties of the children more 
than any teachers I had met with’.7 
Combe’s testimony is important in showing the close working 
relationship and sympathy of aims of Owen, who built and shaped the 
schools, and his teachers. There is clear evidence from this period of the 
amount of time Owen spent in the schools, and of the children’s 
affection for him. One of them, writing to Owen at the age of twenty” 
one, referred to ‘the very condescending politeness with which you are 
pleased to regard those in an humble sphere of life and the amiable 
disposition you have always preserved towards, such: especially those 
who are more imediately under your charge’. Owen was ‘the cause from 
which I learned to think and act.’ A deputation from the Leeds Poot 
Law Guardians in 1819 considered that the most remarkable thing about 
the education of the children was ‘the general spirit of kindness and 
affection which is shown towards them’. Owen’s reputation, based 0” 
the evidence of such humanity, and on the educational programme of A 
New View into which it could be seen to fit, remained unshaken in the 
early 1820s. A meeting held in 1822 of a society to promote community 
settlements as advocated by Owen since 1817 had as imposing a list © 
vice-presidents and members as had the committee set up in 1819 t° 
investigate his plan. The Earl of Blessington, as ecstatic as Macnab» 
referred to Owen’s ‘humane and enlightened mind’ and his plans which 
had ‘been brought into successful practice’. The public were indebte’ 
to him “for the most valuable collection of facts and successful expert 
ments that have ever been attended to in the cause of suffering 
humanity’. Sir Walter de Crespigny, MP, had at New Lanark seen little 
children playing ‘with a degree of harmlessness, of fondness, and g 
attention to each other, which we do not often witness in this country > 
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The chairman, Lord Torrington, declared that ‘no language can do 
justice to the excellence of the arrangements in that establishment’.'° 
Nevertheless, Owen’s reputation was being undermined. He was not 
at this or any other point concerned about his own social standing. ‘In 
after life,’ commented G.J. Holyoake, ‘Mr Owen was really reckless of 
his own fame. No leader ever took so little care in guarding his own 
reputation’.'! After the public meetings in London in 1817 opposition 
began to mount, though most of it at first combined criticism with 
sympathy. Major Torrens, for all his recognition of Owen’s ‘dis- 
interested labours and perfect benevolence’, was attacking his views in 
the Edinburgh Review in 1819," echoing the general resistance of the 
political economists to Owen’s community plans. Blackwood’s, in 1821, 
Was insisting that it was necessary to discriminate between Owen the 
New Lanark philanthropist and Owen the system-builder. New Lanark 
was ‘a pattern for manufacturing establishments’ and Owen dissemin- 
ated ‘contented cheerfulness among the grown population under his 
charge, and application and study among the fine children, whose 
education, almost step by step, he superintends’. Everyone who had 
been to New Lanark, the writer continued, knew that Owen’s life was 
passed at his mills, and that in superintending their details, displaying 
these to visitors, and caressing the children at his school, scarcely all the 
hours of the day are sufficient for him’. Owen’s notion that character 
was formed by circumstances was ‘opposed both to reason and to 
revelation’, and the practice at New Lanark was quite unrelated to 


Owen’s theories." h Ya 
In view of the essentially unitary nature of Owen’s thought, it was 
uish between what was 


Perhaps inevitable that attempts to disting 

‘educational’ and what was ‘social’ could only pave the way for a more 
general opposition. A.J. Booth in the 1860s saw the position cleariy: 
Owen’s ‘claims to our gratitude as an educational reformer are now 
almost forgotten. His fame as a philanthropist 1s obliterated by se 
notoriety he subsequently acquired as the exponent of Socialism, a 
system of society not generally regarded with favour. u The truth g 
that, in so many fundamental ways, Owen’s message was regarde ah 
unacceptable or even irrelevant in the rapidly advancing, coed 
orientated industrial society of the mid-nineteenth century. Apart from 
the fact that Owen was never again associated with an educational 
enterprise that appeared to offer the same degree of positive proof H 
New Lanark had done, the breadth of Owen’s optimism was age 
able in an age of deep-seated uncertainty and confusion. ‘Man ha 
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walked by the light of conflagrations’, pronounced Carlyle in 1831, 
‘and amid the sound of falling cities; and now there is darkness, and 
long watching till it be morning’.'> Owen was one of those who had 
been imbued with a sense of moving through the long watch towards 
brighter things. There were others, like Thomas Pole, a Quaker and 
early infant education enthusiast, whose language could be as visionary 
at that of Owen himself: ‘Man is now emerging from the deep shades of 
ignorance, and the light of a celestial morning is breaking forth with 
unprecedented splendour since the commencement of the nineteenth 
century’.'® The people who made and preserved reputations in high 
Victorian England were attempting to move away from the state of 
mind in which such enthusiams and visions were perpetrated. 

One element in the memory of Owen, therefore, was a sense of 
indignation at the vastness of his projects. At its most tolerant, this 
opinion of Owen was as a ‘sanguine old projector, who, through an 
almost innumerable succession of baffled projects, hopes on as fervently 
as ever’!” - a tone of voice met frequently in mid-century comments 0D 
Owen. To be a man of panaceas in the Victorian ‘Golden Age’ was to be 
irrelevant. To be a man of ‘one idea’ was even more intolerable to the 
Victorians than it had been to Hazlitt,'* and only a small number © 
prominent non-Owenites managed to combine irritation at this aspect 
of Owen with a certain sympathy: they included Harriet Martineau an 
Charles Bradlaugh (who described Owen as ‘a good, pure, one-idead 
man’).'? The one idea was, of course, consistently defended by Owen $ 
supporters. William Pare, for example, on the centenary of Owen $ 
birth, recalled that ‘it has been said that Owen was a man of one idea- J 
so, the idea was at once grand, catholic, and comprehensive’. Lloy 
Jones compared Owen’s one idea with St John’s constant cry of ‘Little 
children, love one another’. Owen had spent fifty years, Jones pointe 
out, being concerned about the importance of a sound education a8 4 
means of securing justice and humanity, and it was ‘natural, therefore» 
that his persistence in urging this view upon the attention of others» 
should be irksome to those who differed from him’.?! 

Another point is that, after his return from America in 1829, Ower 
became associated with working-class movements whose education@ 
efforts were in general deprecated by those who were engaged from i 
1830s in an attempt to strengthen the administrative process Tep" 
sented in the Committee of Council on Education or the volunta! 
efforts which were aimed at making that intervention unnecessary: i 

A crucial milestone was being passed. The Committee of Coun? 
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symbolized the growing conviction that the battles to legitimize 
education (even if not to agree on its control) had been largely won. 
There were no longer, as Macnab had pointed out in 1819, men 
persecuted ‘for advocating the right of the poor to education’.*? The 
Dean of Durham, in 1848, told mechanics’ institute members of ‘an 
almost obsolete prejudice against institutions such as yours’.*’ But the 
‘legitimizing’ of education involved the appearance of the ‘legitimate 
educator’, who, among other things, must not advocate the provision of 
too much education. As the historian of a later period of English 
education has pointed out, debates about the appropriate amount of 
education continued right through the century. Discussion of the 
Revised Code, for example, reflected the continuing belief ‘that too 
much education was undesirable’, and he quotes the opposition of The 
Times in 1880 to A.J. Mundella’s attempt to revise the Code: the 
danger was, it was suggested, that ‘education might turn the heads of 
ploughboys and make them look down on their destined walks in life’.?* 

It was clearly important to the legitimate educator that his work must 
not be considered socially subversive. Owen is not mentioned in the 
reports from 1840 in the minutes of the Committee of Council (his 
name is also absent from such contemporary journals as the Quarterly 
Journal of Education, the Quarterly Educational Magazine and the 
London Scholastic Journal), but a comment in one inspector s report for 
the year 1840-1 is revealing. The mechanical teaching of reading and 
writing with a little arithmetic, and the dogmatic inculcation of 
scripture, were, in his view, inadequate, because, ‘if the legitimate 
educator does no more than this, there are those that will do more: the 
Chartist and Socialist educator - the publisher of exciting, obscure and 
irreligious works - he who can boldly assert, and readily declaim upon 
false and pernicious dogmas and principles’. Ten years later the set 
inspector was horrified at the extent of the sales of ‘Chartist ani 1 sf 
newspapers ‘of an immoral nature, hostile to the existing state rm 
view, it must be emphasized, coloured educational history as well as 
policy. In 1845 another inspector explained 


in a report to the 
Committee of Council how ‘desultory individual efforts a sane 
outstripped since the first infant schools were established, argely 
through the efforts of the Home and Colonial Infant School Society: 
‘previous and even subsequent to the date of its formation, 


some of the 
promoters of infant schools appear to have considered t 


hem merely as 
> 27 Owen was expunged from the 

a ealthful amusement . t 
= eer because 0 eanse the newly emerging 


f the need to cl 
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national educational machine of unacceptable influences. He could not 
now be safely accepted as a ‘legitimate educator’. 

Owen’s reputation had not been based, then, on the combination of 
features which made that of, say, Lancaster and Bell, Brougham and 
Kay-Shuttleworth, Herbert Spencer and Matthew Arnold more secure. 
There were no schools, societies, parliamentary bills (the 1819 Factory 
Act has to be discounted in this connection) or administrative 
machineries to associate with him. His ideas were too entangled with 
vast schemes of social reorganization for them to continue to feature for 
long in educational debate, as did - in a later generation - those of 
Spencer on the curriculum or Arnold’s on payment by results. The very 
problems Owen was trying to solve were unacceptable, in the form he 
approached them, to ‘legitimate’ opinion from the 1830s onwards. Even 
Owen’s earlier writings did not appeal, for these reasons, to Victorian 
England. His New View of Society, a document of considerable stature 
in the 1810s and 1820s, is scarcely mentioned in educational and social 
debate afterwards, and has only very recently become part of the canon 
of educational texts. The nature of the requirements for a firm 
reputation in Victorian Britain, and the way in which any form 0 
radical or secularist ingredient distorted the educational record, af 
confirmed in the case of George Combe, who was by the 1840s one 2 
the most important, and subsequently one of the least remembered, 
figures in British education. There are many parallels between the 
careers of Owen and Combe (both of whom, it was suggested in 1842, 
had ‘the same type of mind’). Combe was not in any sense a socialist OF 
radical of the Owenite stamp, but his Phrenological panaceas ani 
educational secularism played a similar part in the decline of his 
reputation to the ones we have traced in the case of Owen. Combe’s 
reputation as a pioneer of the teaching of social studies, health educ?” 
tion and science did not survive, when that of, for instance, Spence! an 
Huxley did. One of the few attempts to revive interest in Combe (since 
Jolly’s massive edition of Combe’s writings in 1879) laments the lack © 
reference, or scant reference, to Combe in twentieth-century histories © 
education, a neglect traced back to the fact that ‘as a leader of the 
“Secularists” he was subjected to much misrepresentation an 
obloquy. 

It is not difficult, then, to see why Owen’s reputation wilted, an 
of, for example, Samuel Wilderspin and the Mayos did not. Owe? ya 
only the founder of the first infant school, which had an important 
relationship to a wide set of ideas; Wilderspin was the founder © the 


d that 
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first infant school movement, and he and the Mayos brought infant 
education into an unambiguous relationship with the existing educa- 
tional order. 

Considerations such as these define not only the nature of reputation, 
but also the type of historical writing in which it is to some extent 
regulated. The Victorian history of education measured importance in 
terms of the permanency of institutions or the continuing utility of 
ideas (the most valiant, but largely isolated, attempt to approach 
popular education with wide terms of reference being George Bartley’s 
The Schools for the People).*! One of the first historical pamphlets in the 
field of popular education was, symbolically, a summary of ‘the educa- 
tion question in Parliament.’ A review of R.H. Quick’s Essays on 
Educational Reformers, when it appeared in 1868, emphasized the diffi- 
culty a teacher would have in gratifying a desire ‘to know about the 
various educational experiments that have been now and then made, or 
about the men who have most influenced the methods and work of 
education. There is a lamentable deficiency in our literature of works 
that deal with the history of education or educationists’.*> The tradition 
of ‘institutional history’, confirmed in books like Henry Craik s The 
State in its Relation to Education (1884), which does not mention Owen, 
was the dominant one until well into the twentieth century. Quick’s 
book (published in a first edition of 500 copies and for twenty years out 
of print) did not mention Owen, and ina chapter on Froebel added fora 
later edition he refers to the early history of infant schools and the way 
in which this Continental idea was ‘taken up by James Buchanan and 
Samuel Wilderspin’.* J. Gill’s Systems of Education and J. Leitch’s 
Practical Educationists were both published in 1876, both ered 
Mention Owen in passing, and both devote their main attention z a 
field of English infant education to Wilderspin.” The president 0 = 
Education Department of the NAPSS in 1875 mentioned, among ear | 
contributors to popular education, Raikes, Bell and aware 
believed that Wilderspin gave us ‘our first Infant School in = 
Wilderspin had in fact promoted the idea that he was the Soe aes 
infant schools, and the historians were glad to follow the F pine 
Typical of the approach was Holman’s English oon F ie ie 
(1898), which mentioned Owen in parenthesis to both ilde: pe 
Buchanan - ‘another hero of popular education grit mg 
Wilderspin’, whose interest in infant pete pe ay ee 
friendship with Buchanan, ‘who had come fron 5 ‘cain’ 37 
school at New Lanark - the first established in Great Britain . 
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Aithough, as we have seen, Owen’s stature as an educationist was 
considerably diminished after the mid-1830s, it was never totally swept 
away. One factor in all this was the continuing importance ofthe propt 
represented by New Lanark. As we have suggested, there is a particu 
problem about Owen’s reputation as the founder of infant schoo Se 
There is no need for us to examine this controversy in detail, but it 1s 
useful to glance at the attitudes it reveals.38 Wilderspin tried to retract 
the indebtedness he expressed to Owen in the first edition of On the 
Importance of Educating the Infant Children of the Poor (1823). Owen 
was probably less than fair in his disparaging remarks about Buchanan 
in his autobiography. We have already seen evidence of the high quality 
of the New Lanark schools and of Owen’s teachers in general, and also 
Owen’s deep personal involvement in the life of the schools. The nature 
of the record in the 1830s and 1840s can easily be illustrated. The 
Central Society of Education, for example, published an article in 1838 
ascribing the success of the New Lanark infant school to Buchanan, 
‘partly with the assistance of Mr Owen’.? The Westminster Review 
interested itself in Buchanan’s role, on the grounds that ‘it is not so 
much those who with philanthropic objects establish a school, as he 
who first introduces the plan which makes a school succeed, to whom 
the country is chiefly indebted?,+0 Wilderspin was telling a select 
committee in 1835 and The Times in 1846 that Buchanan brought from 
New Lanark a system which amounted to a ‘mere assemblage of 
children... a refuge for destitute children ... but not Infant Schools 
conducted upon the system now known as the Infant School System - 
He denied the contention that ‘Oberlin, Fellenberg, or Robert Owen 
was the Founder of the present Infant School System, with its various 
arrangements, details, and implements’,*! 

Wilderspin was, of course, 
the founder of infant schools; 


was not deeply responsible for and involved in al 
planning and activity at New Lanark. 

The controversy was not one-sided, and there were educationists WhO 
came to his defence, especially Brougham, who in response, for 
example, to Wilderspin in Select Committee and The Times, was 
deferential to Owen and his role in the history of the infant school. 
Frederick Hill in 1836 was admitting, on the Subject of infant schools; 
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‘the hi iginati 
ee ca of originating and first bringing into successful 
ae Layo Hs ees iy me improvement and 

T Í rt Owen’.? A writer in the Nati 

aa aban ae se that it was at New Lanark that ee 
ay — ide from which all the others have sprung.” Even 
Masri sie that the infant school system was an 
eM is ca z wen’s doctrine, as to the vital importance of 
eD n eings with circumstances favourable to their 
ai a ate s ‘claim to the invention remains unimpeached’.** 
. xley, not otherwise known for any attraction towards 
o take the chair at an Owen centenary com- 


Owenism, was invited t 
ing terms: 


memoration i i i i 

oration in 1871, and declined in most interest 
pelled to look as closely into the 
be led to Owen’s conclusion, that 
of the position; and that 


I think that every one who is com 
problem of popular education, must 
me infant school is, so to speak, the key 

obert Owen discovered this great fact, and had the courage and 
patience to work out his theory into a practical reality, is his claim, if 


he had no other, to the enduring gratitude of the people.” 


teed no clearer testimony to the way in which Owen’s reputation 

Th outside, and in spite of, the official record. 

dei EE of Owen’s doctrine of character formation was indeed 

TOR Ei with the ‘proof offered by New Lanark. In 1877, for 
, Charles Bradlaugh declared that ‘society now adopts the view 


whi i 

a ch Robert Owen was the first to popularise - although not the first 
è ; : š "A 
nunciate - that man is better or worse according to the conditions 


Soir the parent .. . and those which surround the infant itself”. 
his Ne a de an example to all Britain by introducing infant schools in 
im ee anark village Like John Stuart Mill, Bradlaugh saw how 
a Te if over-simplified, Owen s doctrine of character formation 
by ig the formula that man's character 1S formed for him, and not 
vant A oes not express all the truth, but expresses much more than 1s 
y those whose dogma it 1s that man may will, uninfluenced by 
events’ .4¢ 
The Owenites, of C 
as the pioneer of infant edu 
preliminary to the advance to 
comments can be judged from 
in 1854 when Owen was planning 
year to demonstrate how the human 


stently on Owen’s role 
cation, which they saw as a necessary 
wards a new society. The tone of their 
an example in a letter to Owen, written 
to use a ‘panorama’ the following 
mind could be formed from birth: 


ourse, commented persi 
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How extremely necessary it is that the epoch which commented 
infant teaching as a science should be represented in the panorama; 
therefore your Colony of New Lanark, exhibiting the infant school 
teaching, begun by yourself, surrounded with those superior condi- 
tions, as far as the state of things and of times could permit, should be 
the starting point.” 


Within the Owenite movements, and within those working-class and 
radical movements which owed any kind of debt to him, his educational 
message was pervasive. It would be impossible here to consider the 
relationship between Owen’s educational views and, for instance, the 
later Owenite activities, the London Working Men’s Association and 
Chartism, and the educational ideals of co-operation, trade unionism 
and the labour movement in general.** Between the climacteric of 
Chartism in 1848 and the new socialist organizations of the 1880s, 
Owen’s reputation in the labour movement was keenest among 
Chartists, ex-Chartists and co-operators. The best-known example from 
the later days of Chartism is Hetherington’s ‘Last Will and Testament > 
dated 21 August 1849. In it he bids farewell to a loathsome social 
system, expressing his ‘ardent attachment to the principles of that great 
and good man - Robert Owen. I quit this world with a firm conviction 
that his system is the only true road to human emancipation.’ Owen’s 
System was one which ‘makes man the proprietor of his own labour and 
of the elements of production - it places him in a condition to enjoy the 
entire fruits of his labour and surrounds him with circumstances that 
will make him intelligent, rational and happy’. Hetherington was one 
of the pioneer, heroic figures of Chartism. Thomas Cooper, a later 
recruit to Chartism, considered himself a friend of Owen’s,® and in 
1850 was on the margin of Chartism and publishing Cooper’s Journal. 
In that year he published a short article entitled ‘Reflections Suggested 
by the 79th Anniversary of the Birth-day of Robert Owen’, by a young 
Owenite called Thomas Shorter. It reminds readers that Owen 


was the founder of the firs: 
lished in this countr 
and employment, 


tated. His theory of the power = 
education and Surrounding circumstances in the formation © 


character were submitted by him to the test of practical experiment 
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... and the wonderful success of that experiment has been attested by 
evidence of the most incontrovertible character.” 


This testimony of 1850 (in terms little different from those of, for 
example, Macnab thirty years earlier) is as revealing in the story of the 
labour and radical movements as is that of Huxley for educational 
opinion twenty years later. 

In the co-operative movement Owen’s educational work was a 
recurring memory. When A.J. Booth’ published his Robert Owen, the 
Founder of Socialism in England in 1869, The Co-operator published 
both a short notice of the book and a letter from Booth explaining that 
he had included a chapter on the early history of co-operation, and that 
he would be pleased to present a copy to co-operative libraries.*? 
Throughout the late 1860s and into the 1870s the same journal 
contained extensive reference to Owen. An exchange of correspondence 
between Thomas Hughes and George Storrs on the utility of Owen’s 
works to co-operators took place in 1867-8. Robert Harper contributed 
two articles on Owen in 1868 (declaring that ‘scarcely one of the 
Superior methods of ameliorating human suffering, but was either 
invented or adopted by him’). Alice Wilson contributed a long poem on 
Owen in 1868. Henry Travis contributed a series of five articles on 
‘Education on the Principles of Social Science’ (based very largely on 
Owen’s own writings) in 1868, one on ‘Education as a Part of the Co- 
operative Social System’ in 1869, and another on Owen in 1871. There 
is a sense throughout of Owen as major educator, including as 
‘originator of the rational infant school system’, and of New Lanark as 
the ‘greatest of all steps in the onward progress of the human race’.** 

The revival of interest in Owen’s educational work was a feature of 
the increasing part played by collective social solutions in the national 
consciousness of Britain in the later decades of the century. The reform, 
radical and socialist movements helped increasingly after the mid-1860s 
to confirm the move away from laissez-faire modes of thought. H.S. 
Foxwell in the late 1890s made the points that Owen had in England 
‘brought socialism down from the study to the street, and made ita 
Popular force’, and that popular education and other aspects of social 
improvement ‘either originated in, or were powerfully reinforced by, 
the Owenite agitation’. Beatrice Webb was only one of ee =e 
Similar points in the 1890s. Describing Owen as the father o > x is 
Socialism (a distinctively English socialism, she n 7 ra ie 
typically Fabian terms), she associated him with ‘beneficent leg 
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forcing the individual into the service, and under the protection orte 
State’. The Education Acts are one of her examples.” Among, educa 
tionists, Michael Sadler showed a special awareness of Owen’s position 
in this respect, and in at least three places between 1905 and 1907 he 
used Owen as the main example of the ‘collectivist and authoritarian 
nineteenth-century alternative to the ‘individualist and radical’ current 
(of the first the ‘great figure’ was Owen, of the second - Bentham, 
Brougham and Place).** J.F.C. Harrison has rightly argued that too 
much emphasis has been placed on the view of Owen as socialist 
pioneer, and by exploring more fully the millenarian and sectarian 
significance of Owen and Owenism has provided an important cor- 
rective to ‘over-concentration on a few selected years’. It is also 
important, however, to establish to what extent outside immediate 
Owenite circles Owen’s reputation (we have been exploring, of course, 
only one dimension of it) was kept alive in the period between the 
contraction of his mass base in the late 1830s and the revival of interest 
in the final decades of the century. Interestingly, the writings of both 
John Stuart Mill and Harriet Martineau reflect a willingness critically 
to consider the relevance of Owen’s views in the light of the increasing 
need for ‘collectivist’ solutions to social problems. 58 

We have suggested that clues to Owen’s reputation in the 1850s and 
60s can be found in such places as the late Chartist publications, CO” 
operative and other journals, and A.J. Booth’s book of 1869. They 
can be found also in the writings of Marx and Engels. Both were 
keenly interested in Owen and in the education at New Lanark, Marx 
principally seeking confirmation of his views on the combination of 
productive labour and instruction.” Engels, in a passage published in 
German in the 1870s, and in English in 1892, described Owen as ‘the 
inventor of infant schools’ where the children ‘enjoyed themselves $O 
much that they could hardly be got home again’. In fact, considered 
Engels, ‘all social movements, all real advances in England in the 
interests of the working class were associated with Owen’s name’. 

Owen’s standing as an educational reformer in twentieth-century 
British eyes owes most, however, to the relentless enthusiasm with 
which the Fabians went out of their way to rehabilitate him. Socialist 
and radicals in the 1870s and 80s (including Joseph Cowen and Annie 
Besant)“ had begun the process, but it was the Fabian effort that 
counted. One of the founding fathers of the Fabian Society, and author 
of its motto,“ was Frank Podmore, whose Robert Owen is probably the 
greatest landmark in Owen studies, A pamphlet committee elected 1" 
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1884 included Rosamund Dale Owen, Owen’s granddaughter.®? The 
Society’s main work on Owen came after the turn of the century, 
though indications of the scale of renewed interest can be seen in its, 
and other, work in the 1890s. Beatrice Webb’s Co-operative Movement 
un Great Britain appeared in 1891; a co-operative pamphlet on the 
history of social conditions in Huddersfield affirmed in 1894 that ‘when 
Robert Owen first directed attention to the early education of infants, 
he advocated a method of training human character, which our states- 
men at length wisely and completely adopted’. Leslie Stephen’s 
famous article on Owen in the Dictionary of National Biography in 1895 
expressed the certainty that Owen would ‘be recognised as one of the 
most important figures in the social history of the time’. 

Of course, not all Fabian writers were equally interested in the 
restoration of Robert Owen’s reputation as an educationist. Sidney 
Webb, for instance, eager to establish Owen’s role in the history of 
collectivism and socialism, was attracted by that aspect of Owen which 
related to the growth of state and municipal forms of collective 
responsibility. But Owen’s specifically educational work (apart from his 
Proposals for a national system of education) were not of great interest 
to Webb himself, To the Fabians generally, however, this was not the 
case. It was after the turn of the century that interest grew. In 1901 a 
tract entitled What to Read recommended Owen’s autobiography and 
Lloyd Jones’s book on Owen (a further list in 1906 added Podmore’s 
biography, published in the same year). Between 1908 and 1917 six 


Fabian tracts were either about Owen or commented significantly on 


him. Mrs Hylton Dale’s Child Labour under Capitalism (1908) con- 
before or since, 


Sidered that Owen ‘more than any educationist 
recognised that children are like plants, in that they want more than 
care and attention; they want love’. Mrs Townshend’s Case for School 
Nurseries (1909) described Owen’s work in infant education as an 
‘illusory dawn’ - with England ‘deep in the trough of laissez-faire - + - 
one need not wonder that here Owen’s preaching fell on deaf ears and 
Produced on permanent results’. B.L. Hutchins’s tract on Robert Owen, 
Social Reformer was published in 1912, and C.E.M. Joad’s tract on 
Robert Owen, Idealist came five years later. St John Ervine in 1912, ina 


tract on Francis Place, considered that Owen and Place together ‘made 
it possible for democracy to be in England’, and Colwyn Vulliamy, 1n a 
tract on Charles Kingsley and Christian Socialism (1914), turned aside 
from the main theme to comment on ‘the wonderful, almost quixotic, 


romance of the New Lanark mills, raised wages, reduced hours, free 
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education and amusements’ and Owen’s ‘magnificent schemes for the 
general organisation of industries and the free instruction of the whole 
community’. 

It was from starting-points such as these that the educational work of 
Owen came to be built into labour history. From Ramsay MacDonald’s 
Socialist Movement (1911), for example, through the work of Max Beer 
on the history of socialism (his edition of Owen’s Life appeared in 1920, 
his History of British Socialism in 1919, and Social Struggles and 
Thought in 1925) and that of G.D.H. Cole, emphasis was laid on 
Owen’s part in making it ‘impossible for men to refuse to ponder over 
great fundamental social changes’. The main burden of most of this 
analysis of Owen as pioneer socialist was not only that he had helped to 
build a labour movement but that his message had managed to be 
woven into the fabric of responses to social problems. Thomas Frost; 
for instance, reflecting in 1880 on the communitarian experiments he 
had known, commented that though socialism was at that period little 
heard of, ‘the results of its teaching are everywhere around us, and its 
fundamental tenet, “man is the creature of circumstances”, may be 
recognized in all the legislation of the last quarter of a century’. 
Holyoake, when summarizing Owen’s central doctrine, expressed the 
view that ‘nobody doubts this now’.68 

There was a growing sense, however, that Owen’s specifically 
educational reputation was inadequate. Podmore’s admission that 
Owen was ‘little known’ as an educational reformer was echoed two 
years later by Joseph Clayton, who noted that 


Robert Owen, the founder of infant schools in Great Britain, is still 


but the shadow of a name, even in circles where Pestalozzi iS 
honoured; and the work Owen wrought for education at New Lanark, 


unsurpassed in the years that have followed, is still to be apprized at 
its true value“ 


This appraisal in educational history was to come with a widening of 
the ‘institutional history’ of education to incorporate a social-historical 
approach. 

It is an interesting fact that the ‘new educationists’ of the late nine- 
teenth and early twentieth centuries did not rediscover, or at least did 
not acknowledge, Owen as part of their tradition. The reason, no doubt, 
is that his Enlightenment rationalism placed him outside their interests; 
he was within a tradition which had not broken with reason as the 
foundation on which to build educational practices. There is a passage 
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in Democracy and Education in which John Dewey explains the short- 
comings of Locke and Helvétius. Their approach to education, 
including the improvements they advocated in learning processes, 
remained over-intellectual. At the call of reason ‘practice was not so 
much subordinated to knowledge as treated as a kind of tag-end or 
aftermath of knowledge. The educational result was only to confirm the 
exclusion of active pursuits from the school, save as they might be 
brought in for purely utilitarian ends’. Even object lessons excluded 
‘the natural tendency to learn about the qualities of objects by the uses 
to which they are put through trying to do something with them’. The 
educational reform effected by ‘rational-empiricist theories’ was 
confined mainly to ‘doing away with some of the bookishness of prior 
methods; it did not accomplish a consistent reorganization’.”” Although 
much of this would be inapplicable to Owen - particularly to the infant 
school as he created it - he derived his overall theory from the tradition 
of Locke and Helvétius, and the fact may explain the absence of 
reference to him in the work of the late-century progressivists. There is 
no apparent, and perhaps no real, bridge between them. , 
The position of Owen’s reputation in the literature of education 
depended finally, therefore, on the historians who, in the wake of 
socialist, and especially Fabian, rehabilitation, attempted to redefine 
educational history in terms of broader social processes and the history 
of ideas. Although works like David Salmon and W. Hindshaw’s Infant 
Schools: Their History and Theory (1904) helped in the process, it was 
probably A.E. Dobbs, using a very limited range of sources, who never- 
theless contributed most to a new approach to nineteenth-century 
education. In Education and Social Movements 1700-1850 (published in 
1919) he saw education as part of a wider process of social development, 
and accepted as a legitimate field of inquiry the many relationships 
between schools and other types of formal and informal education, on 
the one hand, and social attitudes and realities on the other hand. Both 
Combe and Owen are given serious attention, and in a chapter entitled 
‘Education by Collision’ Dobbs looks at the educational impact of social 
Movements and programmes. Owen’s role as educator was now 
accessible in a whole new historical environment. J-W. Adamson’s 
English Education, 1789-1902 (a better book than most of its successors) 
appeared in 1930, with Owen featuring in a chapter entitled Educa- 
tional Opinion’. The following year came Frank Smith’s History T 
English Elementary Education 1760-1902, which bases a summary 0 
Owen’s educational work on such sources as Owen’s Life and A New 
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View, Robert Dale Owen, Podmore and Cole. What Dobbs and Smith, 
for example, had to say about Owen was in no sense original, but it Sie 
necessary and influential, as can be judged from the fact oie T 
Hadow Reports on The Primary School (1931) and Infant and Nursery 
Schools (1933) both made emphatic reference to Owen, whose n 
school at New Lanark ‘had a great influence on the development o 
infant education’.™! 

Owen’s reputation as an educationist in Britain has to be seen, then, 
in terms of a pattern of educational development, and an accompanying 
set of historical inclusions and exclusions. Its fate shows how sharply 
nineteenth-century reputation-makers were able rapidly and effectively 
to readjust the direction and focus of their lens to suit their educational 
ideology. It is doubtful whether, as Holyoake appears to suggest, 
Owen’s reputation would have met with any different a fate if he had 
been more careful in guarding it. It was not Owen’s lack of attention, 
but the administrative system, the ‘legitimate educators’, the historians 
of institutions, and various kinds of Victorian indignation in response to 
Owen’s views and activities, that demoted him. It was a new set of 
social policies and attitudes, radical and socialist revivals, and a wider 
interpretation of the history of education that rehabilitated him. , 

Profound and turbulent debates have taken place in the social 
sciences, particularly amongst sociologists, in recent decades about ‘the 
social construction of reality’, and therefore about the nature and 
content of the knowledge organized by social scientists, about their 
methodologies and about their place in the social processes themselves. 
Problems of history as reconstruction of reality have never been far 
from the concerns of historians, but they have been sharpened by the 
messages relayed across the social science-history boundaries. The 
focus on Owen’s reputation in this chapter illustrates the double 
difficulty - the attempt of the historian to interpret himself as recon- 
Structionist, and to do so whilst struggling with data processed through 
previous layers of reconstruction. Once educational processes are 
interpreted as being wider than the cumulative legacies of institutions 
and ‘influences’, they reveal how complex and uncertain are develop- 
ments which have often been Presented within simple frameworks and 
with great confidence. The history of education has not allowed itself to 
be over-disturbed by such historiographic problems. Institutions; 
organizations and acts - like Teputations - have not been subjected us 
the anxieties which have opened and reopened issues in the social 
sciences and other areas of history. Education acts, periods, pioneers, 
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schools, ideas, have been carved in historical granite, and only 
occasionally have changes been noticeable in the surface graffiti. 
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4 Education, opinion and the 1870s 


A major piece of educational legislation and the controversies sur- 
rounding it have long been a favourite focus of educational research. 
The 1870 Elementary Education Act, symbolizing the belated begin- 
nings of a national ‘system’ of education, has consistently been given 
pride of historical place. In 1884 Henry Craik, in his The State in Its 
Relation to Education, suggested that the policies proposed by the Act 
for filling the gaps in educational provision could ‘best be seen through 
a summary of the discussions which took place during its passage into 
the Statute Book’.! Those discussions were the ones which took place in 
Parliament itself, and in connection with the two main pressure groups 
which were involved before 1870 in promoting alternative perspectives 
on the educational future - the National Education League (NEL) and 
the National Education Union (NEU). These discussions have been 
extended backwards in time and outwards in various directions by 
historians since,’ but the pattern of analysis has in most historical work 
remained substantially the same. The theoretical substratum on which 


the analysis has been based was defined by 
follows: 


Graham Balfour in 1898 as 


the times were ripening fast for a more complete change, a change of 
principle and not of detail. It was evident by this time that the- 
deficiencies in the existing school system could never be overtaken by 
voluntary effort, and that some more certain basis of support and 
more responsible agencies were needed than subscriptions which 
might cease at any time, or schools which might sever their connexion 
with the State .. . At last in 1870 . .. a Government Bill for England 
and Wales was introduced in the House of Commons by the Rt. Hon. 
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W.E. Forster, and after numerous modifications was passed by both 
Houses of Parliament.’ 


In what sense ‘the times were ripening fast’ is clearly a question of the 
state of ‘opinion’, of channels of influence and controversy, of social and 
political pressure points. What was ‘ripening’, what was ‘evident’, what 
could ‘never be’, what ‘were needed’, are all clearly matters of the 
balance of calculations, of rival interpretations, and the question for the 
historian is how far to look for explanations. It is even possible to 
challenge the whole process by which the state became involved in 
educational legislation, and that challenge has been made by E.G. West, 
arguing that the state need not have been involved at all, and that 
voluntary effort was adequate and misrepresented by statisticians and 
analysts prior to the 1870 Act. West’s ‘refutation? (his word) of ‘the 
hypothesis that the industrial revolution brought educational stagna- 
tion’ is, however, swept along on tides of ideological argument against 
the state, not on any serious historical analysis, and such an analysis has 
not been attempted by other historians. We shall see in later chapters 
how dangerous theory disguised as history can become, whether in this 
from the ideological right, or as in later cases, from the ideological 
eft. 

What fails to enter the analysis in a presentation such as Balfour’s of 
the almost inevitability of the bill that passed both Houses of Parlia- 
ment, or such as West’s of the conspiracy of the 1860s which needs 
‘refuting’, is the complexity of the reality as seen by contemporaries. An 
interesting approach to Balfour and to West would be, for example, tO 
examine the nature and extent of resistance to educational legislation 
Prior to 1870, and the weight of outright resistance and alternative 
Strategies in the balance of opinion and policy-influencing processes in 
Pe How mpm Dr empio wes nes opinen? HOY 

: and: * An insight can be gained simply by taking 
a ca oe - Bell’s Weekly Messenger - which throughout 1868 
reported meetings of farmers’ clubs, cham i d other 
public and private gatherings. A nuber a en ee willing 
to accept the restriction of children’s - especially girls’ - labour in 
agriculture. The Central Chamber of Agriculture, in London, thought 
that children under nine years of age should be Visttinted from employ” 
ment, but deprecated the establishment of an educational rate oF 
compulsory legislation on the employment of women and children.” 
The Warwickshire Chamber of Agriculture passed a resolution p10 
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posing that girls under eleven and boys under ten should not be 
employed in agriculture.’ The Hampshire Chamber of Agriculture 
recommended unanimously that boys under ten and girls under 
thirteen should not be employed in agriculture.° 

Although such meetings sometimes heard descriptions of the 
excessive hours worked by child labour in agriculture,’ opposition to 
compulsory legislation and school attendance was clearly widespread. 
Hereford Chamber of Commerce was told by a speaker on the ‘Educa- 
tion of the Agricultural Labouring Classes’ that educating two million 
children at a cost of 30s a year would mean a rate of 8d in the pound. ° 
A clergyman told the Shropshire Chamber of Agriculture that ‘com- 
pulsory education was not likely ever to be a favourite system in 
England’.!! Most important, however, was the feeling widely voiced in 
these meetings that labourers - and not only labourers - did not need 
education. A report from East Gloucestershire, for example, resisted the 
notion that it was a duty that the labouring classes should be taught to 
‘read, write and reckon up their wages . - - experience tells us that many 
of the best and soberest labourers we have ever had could hardly do 
either’.!2 Mr C.S. Reed, MP, told prizewinners at the Tunstead and 
Happing Labourers Association at North Walsham, in 1867, that there 
was little excuse for taking girls away from school until they were eleven 
or twelve, as they were seldom wanted for domestic or farm duties 


below that age. With boys, however, it was different: 


they must bend their back to labour and develop their muscles while 
they are of tender years . . . I contend that if a boy can read at the age 
of 9, that is the age at which he should go to field labour, and by 
attending Sunday schools and night schools, he can retain and, if he 


will try, improve his education.” 
Farmers’ Club, at the Black 


A typical resolution, from the Winifrith 
at ‘the proposed system of 


Bear, Woolmer, agreed unanimously th 
National education is both unnecessary and impracticable in agricul- 
tural districts, and that it is the duty of the tax-paying portion of the 
community strenuously to resist the threatened addition which would 
be made by its adoption to the poor rate’.!4 That the agricultural 
labourer was not alone in being better off in ignorance, or illiteracy, or 
semi-literacy, or that he needed some level of reassurance in that state, 


was demonstrated by Lord Fortescue, addressing the Barnstaple 
Farmers’ Club on ‘Earning and Learning’: ‘England was great and 
glorious when affairs were managed according to the lights of past days 
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- managed very successfully both in peace and war, when the great 
proportion of the statesmen and generals were unable even to read and 
write.’'> Lord Fortescue was clearly unaware that in Germany, the 
United States, and in sections of Britain opinion, times ‘were ripening’. 
In analysing growing British backwardness in education, industry and 
other aspects of social and economic structures relevant to international 
comparison and competition, historians accept that there are points in 
the 1860s and later decades at which British weaknesses were diagnosed 
and educational remedies advocated. The story too often fails, however, 
to take account of forums such as the farmers’ clubs and chambers of 
agriculture, the participants in their debates, and the segments of 
opinion they influenced and represented. The search for the forums in 


which opinion was canvassed, moulded, asserted, has been extremely 
narrow and restricted. 


The 1870s become, therefore, a useful case study in the operation and 
analysis of opinion, one which raises questions about the range and style 
of the historical analysis that has hitherto been predominant. What, in 
fact, do historians tell us about the period surrounding the 1870 
Education Act, and how reliable and useful is it? The picture is roughly 
this. There was an Elementary Education Act in 1870, with all the 
political and social pressures that produced it, after decades of contro- 
versy, resistance and delay. There followed the creation of school 
boards and board schools, rivalry with the voluntary schools, problems 
about religious worship and teaching, fees and attendance. On the last 
of these, Matthew Arnold observed in 1869 that the question of com” 
pulsory schooling had by then become one of those issues that was 

Passing out of the sphere of abstract discussion, and entering into the 
sphere of practical politics’."° The 1870 Act did not make education 
compulsory for all - the principle was, as Lyon Playfair put it, only 
timidly and hesitatingly put forth’,!7 The principle of compulsion was 
then strengthened by an Act of 1876, and made universal in 1880- 
Events of this kind were accompanied in the 1870s by changes in si 
curriculum, concerns about scientific education - reflected in a royal 
commission on the subject - and growing, though still limited, concerns 
of other kinds, including the welfare and opportunities of the childre? 
of the poor. An Act of 1869 was followed by changes in the affairs of the 
endowed grammar schools, and an expansion of education for middle- 
class girls. Religious tests were finally abolished at Oxford an 
Cambridge, and a crop of new univer 


Eai sity colleges sprang up in oe 
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The main weight of historical interest in this period, however, has 
undoubtedly been on the massive intervention of the state in elementary 
education, concentrating on its impact on school and pupil numbers, 
finance, the political aspects of the school boards, their policies, their 
elections, their meaning in the history of democracy, the growth of the 
administrative machinery of education, the inspectorate, teacher 
unionism, local and regional differences in schooling, and the commit- 
ment of the labour movement to improving and supplementing the state 
system. 

That, breathlessly summarized, is the received wisdom. The separate 
ingredients are an understandable selection of what appears, over a 
century later, to be significant in the education of the 1870s. But it is 
unsatisfactory for a number of reasons. 

First, take the question of compulsory attendance. From most 
accounts of the period it looks almost inevitable that the Acts of 1876 
and 1880 followed that of 1870 - or at least the sequence has not been 
seen as problematical. But there are difficulties. The 1870 Act included 
compulsion as an option for school boards, but went no further 
than that because there was mountainous opposition to compulsory 
schooling. The Newcastle Commission on the state of popular educa- 
tion had expressed the view in 1861 that Englishmen would never 
Permit state compulsion as in Germany: the Commission thought that 
it would be too ‘great a shock to our educational and social system’. !’ 
This was a strongly held view in 1870 and even those who approved of 
compulsory attendance of some kind included a strong contingent who 
were interested in indirect compulsion through the Factory Acts, 
wanting to compel employers to take only children who had achieved a 
certain standard of education.'? There was also pressure in favour of 
direct compulsion, from the radical NEL and other quarters, but as a 
friend of compulsory education confessed in March 1869: ‘It may be 
admitted that not much is to be ho} 


ped from the present state of 
opinion.’ He left the question to the reformed Parliament and to the 
‘unknown future’.”° Na f 
If there was so much hostility to compulsory schooling in and aroun 
1870, nothing that happened afterwards was in the least inevitable. As 


W.H.G. Armytage has pointed out, there was a ‘metamorphosis of 
Opinion between 1870 and 1880°.°! Gillian Sutherland, in the only 
extensive analysis of policy changes in the period, comments that ‘the 
politicians led the Department, and public opinion, to a considerable 
extent, led them’.*? No one else has even begun to analyse this 
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‘metamorphosis’. It is astonishing that such a major change in Victorian 
opinion and social consciousness has received so little attention. In the 
summer of 1877 the Saturday Review commented that ‘the principle of 
compulsion, which was denounced not so long ago as revolutionary in 
the worst sense, is now placidly accepted on all hands’.?> Why? One 
might expect that historians of education and of society would have 
wanted to answer that question, to examine the components of such 
important changes in Victorian perceptions of government, the school, 
the family, social class, freedom, and much else that is involved in this 
development - one of the most important of the period. But their 
interests have for the most part been elsewhere. 

Take a second question - that of the quality of education in the 1870s. 
Historical attention has been focused in this respect mainly.on payment 
by results from 1862 and for the rest of the century. Other concerns 0 
the 1870s about the quality of education, and about some of its main 
elements, have not been seriously examined. In fact, how the Victorians 
saw the quality and value of their education, and what they meant by 
these, have been only narrowly discussed, and then mainly in connection 
with the grammar and public schools. In 1874 Matthew Arnold, talking 
about the quality of the British endowed schools, pointed out that 


we laugh at the French Minister who took out his watch and said with 
satisfaction that in all French lycées the boys were at that moment 
doing the same thing. But really, is it so lamentable to think that all 
schooiboys should at a given moment be reading the fourth eclogue of 
Virgil; or is it so delightful to think that at a given moment all 
schoolboys may be reading different pieces of rubbish, out of 
innumerable and equally accepted collections of it?» 


Two French observers had in 1868 referred to the science and art 
department courses available to the working classes, subjects which the 
public schools ‘make the mistake of withholding from the aristocratic 
classes’,* This kind of incitement to consider the content and quality © 
secondary education in the late nineteenth century has been responded 
to by some historians. But what about attitudes to the quality ° 
elementary education in the 1870s? 

While the nation was congratulating itself on having at last achieved 
its education legislation in 1870 other tones of voice were being heard: 
Radical Liberal spokesman John Morley in 1873 delivered an onslaught 
on the standards of the voluntary schools, notably the Church © 
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England ones. The education given in the denominational schools, he 
wrote, ‘has been almost worthless’. Everywhere the story told by the 
inspectors was the same - ‘narrow range of subjects, low standards, and 
lower proficiency’. The schools admitted the children of the working 
class, he considered, no further than the gates of civilization. And in the 
1870 Act Parliament had perpetuated something of little value. ‘We are 
to leave the quality as it is’, he said, ‘and devote all our efforts to 
augmenting quantity’.2° Francis Adams, secretary of the NEL, 
described the state of education in the 1870s as ‘defective and 
humiliating’. Morley and Adams may have been partisan, but there 
are other indications of the weaknesses of the voluntary schools in and 
after 1870. The Saturday Review, while rejecting Morley’s diagnosis of 
the clergy as being responsible for the low quality, agreed with him ‘as 
to the worthlessness of much that now goes by the name of education’. 
The standards through which payment was paid by results represented 
‘hardly an education at all’.?* A contributor to the Contemporary Review 
wrote in 1870 that ‘the stream of voluntary contributions to the support 
of education has run thin by degrees, is running most beautifully less, 
in many, if not most places, and is nearly dried up in some’. Church 
schools were ‘by no means full, nor so effective, as unfailing funds and 
good management would make them’.”” 

Also in 1870 Lyon Playfair, in a presidential address to the Education 
Department of the NAPSS, spoke of other nations in Europe having 
‘spread primary and secondary education in well-organised systems 
throughout their lands’, while ‘England had not even laid the founda- 
tion-stone of a national system till the present year. And so we have the 
disgrace of having the worst educated people, as a whole, of any country 
which professes a high civilisation’. Like Morley, Playfair underlined 
that the 1870 Act had dealt with ‘the quantity of education, but not 
With the quality’ - aspects of which he went on to discuss in detail, 
attacking payment by results, when the results were ‘scarcely worth 
Paying for’. ' 

We know remarkably little about the quality of Victorian education as 
the Victorians saw it. The history of the classroom is almost non- 
existent, and we cannot qualify our general statements by reference to 
Practice, good or bad.” Opinion about education is less well mapped 
than the books might suggest, including on the subject of resistance to 
Popular education. Doubts were still being expressed in the 1870s 
about whether working-class children were being over-educated or 
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educated in the wrong values. Such resistance had been prominent 
throughout the nineteenth century, and remained so in the 1870s. Just 
before the 1870 Act one HMI discussed a widespread unwillingness to 
acknowledge authority. He reported that a clergyman had found it 
impossible in a large East London elementary school to get out of 
children ‘any idea of what was meant by “betters” in the catechism, 
“To order myself lowly and reverently to my betters.” They plainly 
expressed by their manners that they knew “no betters’’.’ Since 
workmen were now going to the same places of entertainment and 
travelling on the same trains as their employers, suggested the HMI, 


a much more minute attention should be paid in schools for the 
working-class youth to matters of cleanliness, personal propriety and 
decorum of language and action, so that the rising generation of the 
country should attain somewhat of the habits of the gentleman as they 
are admitted to the political freedom of the citizen.>? 


The same spectrum of opinion remained as had pervaded the century ~ 
teach them well as it is their right, or teach them something for safety’s 
sake, or beware of teaching them too much, if anything at all. 

Pamphlets were still being written in the 1870s urging, for example, 
that it was enough to teach boys purely the elements of some trade, such 
as bootmaking or tailoring, and to teach girls ‘to scour floors, to clean 
and have a general knowledge of systematic arrangement of furnitures 
etc.; also many other matters which might eventually be required of 
them in their situations as house servants’. Was it not the duty of the 
board schools ‘to teach the children to be useful in after-life, and not to 
give them all book-cram?’.» In 1871, wrote Playfair’s biographer, the 
‘old fear’ cropped up in Parliament that ‘there was to be “over- 
education” of the people’. There is still at least one book, of 
pantomime or television spectacular, to be written about the long fight 
to hold back popular education in the nineteenth century - and up t0» 
and including the 1980s. 

All of these opinions relate to questions that the Victorians made 
explicit about the quality of education. So do a whole series of detailed 
concerns about the content of schooling and the realities of school 
experience, which remain virtually unexamined. The precise motives of 
the educators and educationists of the 1870s, their perception of the 
content and quality of schooling, and of its impact, have not bee? 
attractive to historians of this period, and we still make crude but 
confident assumptions about them. The chairman of the Mancheste! 
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School Board, looking back in the 1880s over the first fifteen years of 
the Board’s activities, thought that the aim of the board schools was to 
promote ‘good citizenship’, to develop the “brain power’ of the people, 
to provide people with ‘the right to intellectual life, at least to such an 
extent as to fit its subject for self-culture’.* Historians have been too 
busy with the boards themselves to worry about the cultural meanings 
of the education they provided. 

One central aspect of concern about quality in the 1870s was the 
relationship between quality of teachers and the quality of education. 
The history of teachers, as distinct from the history of teacher unionism 
or of teacher training, hardly exists. How important were questions 
about the professional competence and effectiveness of teachers in the 
1870s? When the occupants of the first two chairs of education were 
appointed in 1876, not surprisingly they discussed teachers and 
teaching in their inaugural lectures. For J. M. D. Meiklejohn at 
St Andrews the ‘most important educational question for Scotland and 
England at the present moment’ was what he called ‘the culture of the 
teacher’, The role of the universities was to help turn ‘the occupation 
of teaching into a profession’, and to collect and distribute the exp- 
erience of the best teachers for the benefit of the younger ones.** S. S. 
Laurie, at Edinburgh, saw the same need to weld teachers into a 
profession, to give education academic standing, and to provide the 
material conditions for attracting ‘able and ambitious’ teachers.” But 
men like Meiklejohn and Laurie were not the only ones who saw the 
question of the teacher as the most important educational question of 
the time. There were those, for example, not only among the women 
educationists, who saw the situation after 1870 as offering unique 
Opportunities to train and attract high-quality women teachers.’ For 
Lyon Playfair in 1870 and afterwards the ‘position and qualifications of 
teachers in our primary schools’ was what he called the ‘kernel of the 


> 39 


Whole matter’. 


The Liberal campaigners were aware of this. George Dixon, MP, 


reported in 1872 the words of one teacher who had told him that 
teachers in Church of England schools were ‘anything between a 
8tavedigger and a parson’. John Morley and Francis Adams both 
amassed information to show that church schoolmasters were often 
expected to act as grave-digger, beadle, choirmaster and sexton. Morley 
desribed such teachers as “upper dependants of the rectory’, but that 
was perhaps a generous description of many teachers whose status was 
still in fact close to that of the grave-digger and the agricultural 
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labourer.*! Some teachers, more of them as the board schools were 
established, acquired a better status. Of the dame or adventure school- 
teachers, however, the Saturday Review wrote in 1871 that ‘nothing can 
equal the dirt of a dirty schoolmaster; his frock-coat the penwiper of 
half a century, his shirt the same colour as his coat’.*? Caricatures apart, 
when there were people who saw the status and culture of the teacher as 
the most important question, it is obviously important to ask how the 
mid-Victorians approached these questions which touched on the 
quality of education. This again is a serious matter for historians of 
education and of society, but they have on the whole avoided such 
questions. 

This whole area of discussion has in fact featured little or not at all in 
the ‘relevant’ story of the late nineteenth century. It is immensely 
relevant, however, if one wishes to see not the bits of Victorians that 
suit our present purposes, but a much fuller picture of the Victorians in 
the process of establishing their own patterns of social and cultural 
relevance. This question of relevance is central to an understanding of 
why historians have not looked squarely at the 1870s, or why they have 
maintained any other important historical silence. Relevance tO 
twentieth-century historians of the nineteenth century has, in fact, 
meant more than anything else a preoccupation with the state. Attempts 
to explain our modern, industrial, state-ordered society have been 
uppermost in their historical consciousness. It is important not tO 
detract from efforts to understand the growth and importance of the 
role of government and the state in the past century, but the fact is that 
historians have tended to close their eyes to features of social change 
that have not seemed ‘relevant’ to those efforts. Historians of education 
have used the modern industrial state as a touchstone of relevance. 

: E.H. Carr has referred to the Athenian view of society, warning that 
it is a pre-selected view, almost the only one available: the Athenian 
records are not ‘objective’, they are one view." If there is an Athenian 
view of Greek society there is also, so to speak, an Athenian view © 
Victorian society, at least an Athenian emphasis. Historians have t00 
willingly accepted the focus that ‘Athenian’ spokesmen for the late 
Victorian state and its machinery came to represent. There are, indeed; 
‘non-Athenian’ views of nineteenth-century society and education - 2" 

in the latter case no one has done more than Brian Simon to show "$ 
where to find them, how to disentangle them, in looking at the educa- 
tional implications of labour, radical and popular movements. We nee 

to go further in pursuing other versions of the non-Athenian view if WE 
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are to understand mid-Victorian education and society more fully: to do 
this we need to escape from obsessive concern with what are often the 
superficialities of the state and its related institutions. 

There was no consensus about the nature and extent of the powers of 
the state in the 1870s any more than there is a century later. We see it as 
an instrument of capitalist oppression of a whole class, or as a jugger- 
naut crushing the will of the individual, as arbiter, as safety-net, or as 
many other things - just as people did in the 1870s. Historians have 
different perceptions of the state when they grapple with the history of 
modern institutions, including state-supported education. Historians do 
not share a uniform ideology, in any of the senses we have discussed, 
but they may share an emphasis, a consensus about what it is important 
to discuss. British historians of education have widely shared an 
awareness of the development of the state over the past century, though 
unlike their European and American colleagues they have found it 
difficult or unnecessary to make any view of the state explicit. If we look 
at the established picture of education in the 1870s what we see is 
mainly the growing state and its works and instruments. It seems to 
indicate an increasingly ‘inevitable’ interventionist role in education, 
and this piecemeal and linear approach has directed attention away 
ftom uncertainties and confusions about the state in mid-Victorian 
Society. 

Historians of education have there 
any kind of reality Matthew Arnold’s ma; 
Anarchy at the end of the 1860s for the state and an established church 
to be seen as the core of discussion of culture. They have found it 
difficult to put into the perspective of social and educational change on 
the one hand T.H. Green’s advocacy of the state at the end of the 
1870s,** and on the other hand the crusade Herbert Spencer was 
Continuing to wage in this period against the state, against free 
education, against free libraries, and against the whole extension of the 
state’s role in the name of liberalism.‘ The history of state intervention 
has been written in such a linear fashion that attention has even been 
diverted away from abortive discussions of the state, such as the 
incipient demand for it to support and intervene in universities in the 
1870s. The two Scottish chairs of education in 1876, for example, were 
created out of a bequest by the Reverend Andrew Bell. An attempt was 
made to obtain government money to augment this bequest, and, we are 
told, this was ‘at first favourably entertained. But a very strong 
Opposition came from the authorities of the denominational Training 


fore found it difficult to situate in 
gnificent appeal in Culture and 
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Colleges’, fearing that their monopoly of professional training might be 
interfered with: ‘this opposition received sufficient sympathy from 
Scottish members of Parliament, and other persons of influence, to 
induce the Government to recede from its first intention’. This is a 
most interesting episode at a time when the state was not involved in 
higher education, and when new English university colleges were being 
created on the basis of individual and local endeavour.*° 

Another example is the conflict over Robert Lowe’s demand in the 
early 1870s that the state should not only assist but also control the 
universities, through their examinations, and Lowe defined a university 
as an ‘examining board’. Leading the troops on the other side was Lyon 
Playfair, who saw the University of London as being ‘far more related 
to the Examining Boards of China than to any European model’, but 
advocated state support which did not infringe upon university 
autonomy.*’ Such details suggest how far we are from understanding 
the history of the state in its relation to education if we stick to the 
history of successful legislation, and omit the bits that may at first sight 
seem ‘irrelevant’, or abortive, or inconvenient, but which were 
important features of the reality as the people who inhabited that world 
Saw it, and which helped to shape the educational and social world We 
have inherited. The dangers of approaching the history from the 
starting-point of a theory of the state are also great, and we shall retur” 
to them in a later chapter. 

Historians have to be alert both to the distortions that their ow? 
society tempts them into, and to those of the people and time they 
investigate. The hypnotic attraction of the expanding state has 
produced such distortion, by encouraging historians to neglect aia 
seem irrelevant dead ends and lost causes - the central theme of other 
chapters. The fate of reputations is one aspect of this neglect or diffi- 
culty, as we have discussed particularly in the case of Robert Owe? 
There are other examples relevant to this discussion, as was suggest 
in the last chapter. The Victorians, like ourselves, destroyed reputa” 
tions: they cooked the books. They massively, as we have done with 
them, inflated some and diminished others. In the educational affairs ° 
the mid-nineteenth century no one was better known than the phreno” 
logist, educational campaigner and publicist, George Combe - but by 
the 1870s the Victorians were not just forgetting him, they were 
deleting him from history. In the twentieth century we have done muc 
the same for the 1870s, and there are two outstanding cases which 
illustrate the point. 
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The first is that of Herbert Spencer, who was a towering figure in 
nineteenth-century scientific, social and educational thought, but who 
at various points became not just increasingly outdated - as who 
doesn’t? - but also inconvenient to history. His contributions to social 
and educational thought have been bowdlerized and trivialized. In the 
1870s Spencer was still active and influential, propounding an evolu- 
tionary model of psychology and education, attacking not just the state 
but all its works, criticizing educational practice, as he put it in 1876, as 
‘bad in matter, bad in manner, bad in order’ - or, in an alternative 
description, ‘mechanical lessons of stupid teachers’.*® Spencer’s 
educational ideas, it was said in 1911, had been floated on a prodigious 
tide of industrial and social change’, resulting in acceptance and 
implementation of his ideas.” Spencer’s famous essays, Education: 
Intellectual, Moral, and Physical were first published in book form 
under that title in 1861, and had given him an enormous national and 
international reputation by the 1870s. In the 1930s the book was 
described as, after Locke, ‘the most widely read treatise on education 
that England has produced’.*! But Spencer’s highly individualistic 
views, and even his justification for science as the basis of education, 
have less and less fitted the historical version of what was relevant and 
successful in Victorian England. Educational historians have now 
Virtually silenced him. Spencer now seems to me to occupy - almost 
exclusively on the basis of his 1861 book - a marginal and rather bizarre 
place in a disembodied history of educational ideas, and no place at all 
in the history of education itself - except perhaps as an over-enthusiastic 
contributor to the cause of science education. A rounded picture of 
Spencer and of his impact in Britain is not available to the reader of 
Most of our contemporary literature.” 

Lyon Playfair is the second case of someone who was relegated to the 
margins. Playfair’s role as a scientist and educationist in drawing the 
attention of the Taunton Commission in 1867 to the success of Britain’s 
competitors at the Paris exhibition, and therefore the need for better 
scientific education in Britain, has been dutifully repeated by educa- 
tional historians, but it is almost the only part of Playfair’s activities 
that has been. He is to be found in bits of history about the science and 
art department, and an occasional doff of the hat is made to him as the 
great chemist who contributed to the science education movement. He 
is in countless lists, And that, shamefully, is all. Yet in the 1870s, to 
Stick to that decade alone, Playfair was a vital figure in educational 
discussion - one of the sanest and acutest analysts of education in mid- 
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Victorian Britain, a major parliamentary figure, an activist on ented 
educational fronts, consulted on education at every level, and er 
his presence felt in the cause of education as well as science. In eee 
delivered his powerful presidential address on education to the N ae 
describing the Education Act of that year as no more than ; a 
‘beginning of a mighty work’.5 In the same year he published pees 
on primary and technical education, again indicting England’s ‘mi = 
able caricature of an elementary education’.*! Two years later he oe 
publishing his appeal for independent universities supported a, 
state, and taking a sideswipe at the low quality of primary educatio f 
which had ‘only produced readers who do not read, writers who do a 
write, and arithmeticians who do not count’. We had ‘bought Nei 
complex tools of education, and given them to the working classes, a 
we have not taught them how to use the tools’.5 In 1873, in a ma 
speech in Parliament, he was bemoaning the fact that while vie pa 
had one university student per 860 of the population, Ireland had oN 
per 2800, and England had only one per 3700. He pleaded for cre 
sity education to be made to bear ‘directly upon the occupations oft F 
people, whether these be professional or industrial’. In ee 
was trying to obtain the appointment of a Minister of Education. 
1877 he was attacking the low status of middle-class education, a” 
chaos in the organization of education in general.’ In 1879 he moved 3 
parliamentary bill for the registration of teachers. ; 
In Parliament, on the platform, in print, in pressure groups, 9 
private correspondence, he was a formidable campaigner for education» 
and not just for science education - though even that contribution 8 
distorted, isolated from the other elements of his educational une 
The histories of education mention Playfair in passing, between ee 
committees, royal commissions, and the ‘relevant’ history of technica 
and scientific education. On Playfair’s activities outside scientific 
research the Dictionary of National Biography recorded in 1901 main y 
that he inspected schools of science and art, was active in the cause ° 
compulsory education in 1870, was short in stature, pompous an 
wordy, and was disliked by many people.°? : 1 
The point is simply that educational and social historians, like 4 
other kinds, operate criteria of relevance, and have no hard core pet 
Their data and their silences are judgements. They are making judg f 
ments, and using other people’s judgements, even as they get on the a 
to the university library or the Public Record Office. Like er 
else, they learn how to dip into history and find what they are main 
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looking for. In defining his frontiers of historical relevance the historian 
exercises choice, under pressures to ask one kind of question rather than 
another, to make or not to make the state the touchstone of relevance, to 
ignore or to confront Lyon Playfair. 

There are many levels of ambiguity in the word ‘relevance’. Do we 
mean, for example, that which was relevant to the 1870s, and if so to 
which Athenians or non-Athenians? Or relevant to our desire to explain 
the present and act in it? We generally use relevance in this latter sense 
- that which has value for our present motives. Raiding the past for such 
a purpose has its place, since there are aspects of what is relevant to us 
now that were not so to the actors at the time. How well did we, as 
participants, judge the ‘relevance’ of the jet engine, or the contraceptive 
pill, or the Mersey Beat, or the creation of OPEC, at the time, and how 
does that criterion of relevance match up against their relevance to the 
historian or to all of us even a decade or two later? But simply raiding 
the past is not understanding it. To use snippets from the 1870s to 
illustrate how much or how little things have changed is reasonable 
enough if we realize how limited is the exercise. In 1877, for example, 
as a century later, education could be described as a ‘somewhat 
wearisome subject’. After all the battles around educational statistics in 
the early 1870s, the Saturday Review could feel that ‘alas, there is no 
longer that divine flame within us which once leapt up around a row of 
figures, and made a halo around every decimal point’.° No doubt when 
our own current political battles around examination results, or measur- 
able standards or core curricula, or financial cuts, and the rest, have 
subsided, the press will again find the subject wearisome, and the divine 
flame will once again, as so frequently, burn low. j 

In our efforts to make historical sense of a process as crucial and as 
complex as education, we search, of course, for similarities and 
differences in the sources and in the historical portraits and narratives 
and analyses available to us- We search for emphases and messages. Itis 
unfair, however, to point too accusing a finger at the selective use of 
history as a resource. We are not, after all, bland, neutral people. We 
have views to stand up for, whether about justice, Or Manchester 
United, or college policy, and we look to the record to help us. We use 
history to help us to convince all the time. This is right and proper, but 
it is one use of history, and we may learn little of the past through it, 
getting partial and faulty messages when we imagine that we have got 
them whole. This is true even on the grand scale: focusing on change, 
for example, as an American historian has reminded us, may lead us to 
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ignore the historical role of inertia, which ‘is responsible for more of 
“history” than all the campaigns, the movements, the revolutions we 
readily call to mind’.®! : 

The job of the social historian in particular is constantly to emphasize 
that attempts to explain and buttress the present may actually conflict 
with attempts to understand the past. In doing so he needs to look for 
help to the social sciences and especially to sociology, since, with all 
their controversies and confusions, they can at least alert him to ways of 
seeing societies and aspects of society, in their complexities, their self- 
images and their notions of relevance. $ 

There are, then, two levels at which to explore and use history, and it 
does not help if historians imagine that they are operating at the one 
when they have slid into the other. Adding bits of information about 
the past to bits of knowledge of the present may have its interest, but it 
does not help us to come to grips with the past or with the present, and 
it is unlikely - to use Keynes’s formulation - to emancipate the mind or 
make it less conservative.* The real inroads into conservatism come 
when people refuse to accept current problems, searches and answers aS 
given, when the past - and the images of the future that we derive from 
it - strip us of our absolutes. Keynes’s use of ‘conservative’ means 
‘closed’, unable to see the relative, changing conditions that a study of 
history of opinion conveys. When we look at the 1870s, it is the tension 
between our opinions and theirs, our ideologies and theirs, that matters 
most, that enables us to be aware of some of our blindness and a 
causes. If emancipation can come from a study of the history of opinion, 
it is not from disembodied intellectual history, not from a mindless 
record of social events, but from a combination of the two, the history of 
ideas as they are hammered out and encountered in action.” 

Interpreting the 1870s, or the history of education generally in the 
nineteenth and twentieth centuries, means joining James Mill, more 
than a century and a half later, in attempting to understand why an 
how ‘opinion, of one sort or another, governs the world’.® 
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5 Social science and educational 
reform: Britain and America in 
the late nineteenth century 


The reputation of a reformer such as Robert Owen, we have suggested, 
has to be interpreted in the light of dominant and changing political and 
social values. The nature of the social science movements in Britain and 
the United States in the second half of the nineteenth century, and their 
relationship to the history of education, offer a broader case study of the 
same kind. With organized Social science in the late nineteenth century 
we are also concerned with conceptions of social action, including 
education, and with attitudes to the state. The close relationship 
between the social science movements in Britain and the United States 
makes it possible to consider historically the role of parallel and inter” 
locking developments in dissimilar state structures. It is a critically 


important point at which historical detail and social theory can be see? 
to intersect. 


y ideas, or of social movements an 
processes divorced from will or intention or Motivation, it has to locate 


the ways in which ideas became identified with action, It has to seek the 
places which shed light on the Sources of change, on the origins ° 
power and influence. It is in this connection that the forums of debate 
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assume importance. Historians have found such focal points in parlia- 
mentary debate, in pamphleteering wars, in the press, in the records of 
educational authorities, boards, committees, commissions. Specifically 
educational bodies, together with the political frameworks of policy- 
making are, however, only two of the historically visible public 
chambers of debate. We know, and historians have made inroads into 
such other territories, that sources of educational energy are to be found 
in the history of trade union ahd professional bodies, of women’s or 
industrial pressure groups, of publishing firms, youth movements and 
the labour market. The emergence of social science as a popularly 
accessible concept and an organized movement in the second half of the 
Nineteenth century is of crucial importance, both as an ‘educational’ 
Movement in a direct sense, and as an indication of where historians of 
education need to look for explanations of how ideas and action come to 
interrelate. The later emergence of psychology and then of sociology as 
established disciplines across the middle decades of the twentieth 
century provide similar indications. 

‘Social science’ and ‘educational reform’ were related concepts in 
mid-nineteenth-century Europe and America. The interconnections 
between Britain and the United States, while sporadic and cautious in 
many fields, were sustained and significant with regard particularly to 
Social science and its educational implications. Transatlantic educa- 
tional messages in the nineteenth century were real, multi-directional 
and complex. The lines run from Prussia to Horace Mann and 
Massachusetts, and back to England in the 1840s and 1850s. They run 
from the University of Virginia to the University of London, and from 
the German universities to the United States and back to England late 
in the century. If the publications of Barnard and the reports of the 
commissioners of education relay British and European messages, 1n 
Teturn those of the British commissions and committees, and then the 
Board of Education, exhaustively report American ones ~- mainly in the 
fields of mass education and the training of teachers. Samuel Gridley 
Howe agonized over the models of education for special categories of 
children in Britain, France and Germany. He and Horace Mann related 
Closely to British phrenology, and at mid-century Mann, George 
Combe and others represented a transatlantic intellectual community. 
The messages of Owenism, community, radical and democratic ideals, 
Passed back and forth across the Atlantic. ; i 

The terrain has been extensively mapped, mainly I EGES of 
‘influence’, and especially the American influence on Britain, and the 
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particular relevance of Massachusetts for English national education.’ 
The European impact on United States higher education has been 
extensively explored. The American adoption of monitorial ideology 
and practice, and the Owenite and Pestalozzian impact on United States 
communities and education, for example, have been analysed.? The 
social science movement in the second half of the nineteenth century 
makes it possible to probe further such parallels and relationships, and 
to approach some historiographical questions which they raise very 
sharply. 

The National Association for the Promotion of Social Science 
(NAPSS) was formed in Britain in 1857. It met annually and published 
its papers in Transactions. It also held regular meetings in London, and 
at various times published a fortnightly journal and pamphlets. It 
divided its attention among different departments of the social science 
territory - one of the most central and active ones being that of 
education. It attracted to its meetings and committees some of the most 
eminent figures in the world of educational, legal, health and other 
aspects of reform. Lord Brougham and Edwin Chadwick, Lyon Playfait 
and Charles Kingsley, Mary Carpenter and a host of others gave its 
discussions of education considerable importance. John Stuart Mill was 
on its fringes. Herbert Spencer was largely ignored by the movement, 
and he treated it with contempt. For three decades it discussed, 
campaigned, investigated, and promoted its version of social science 35 
the prime analytical and reforming tool of the modern world. 

In 1865, from within the Massachusetts Board of State Charities * 
call went out for an American copy. Intended to be a Massachusetts 
a body, it was in fact created that October as the America? 
cialis for the Promotion of Social Science (usually know? > 
diff ae Social Science Association). It also held meetings in 
cae ne United States, published a journal, and sought t 

e direction of social reform. Like its British counterpa! : 
ae education one of its departments, and like the Educatio? 
a Saleen it discussed the whole range of education” 

ue § to the social present and future. It attracted people 
William Torrey Harris and Daniel Coit Gilman. It modelled its° 
aii on the British organization, and felt itself part of an jnter” 
E F ped a International Social Science Asociatia 
z sels, and national associations or gfOUP 
interested people were being established or identified in yarious 
European countries.’ In the United States itself the ASSA encourag® 
the formation of local and state social science associations. Existing 
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organizations moved into the social science orbit. The ASSA triggered 
off others. The American Association was pleased to welcome George 
Hastings, secretary and chairman of Council, from London in 1872, as 
well as Mary Carpenter. It cherished correspondence from Edwin 
Chadwick, and one of its first steps was to nominate nineteen English 
and two Irish corresponding members - and though there was some 
opposition to the inclusion of Lord Brougham, the list was adopted. 
The British organization held a special council meeting in 1870 to 
welcome Samuel Eliot from the American Association, and other 
Americans addressed the British gatherings. The secretary of the 
ASSA’s Education Department sought and obtained an interview with 
Charles Darwin. It solicited a letter from him on infant development, 
made him an honorary member, and officially mourned his death. A.J. 
Mundella addressed the Philadelphia association on his work in British 
industry and Parliament for industrial arbitration. The references to 
Massachusetts education, usually laudatory, were many in the British 
publications. The references to English education in the American 
publications were no less frequent, if mostly derogatory. 

There is more than a marginal interest in disentangling the early 
nineteenth-century origins of the terms social science, science of society 
and sociology. The nineteenth-century origins of sociology, and the 
routes from Auguste Comte at the end of the 1830s, through John 
Stuart Mill and others, are familiar.* From the beginning of the century 
Robert Owen and the Owenites were also developing a self-conscious 
science of society of a different kind.’ John Stuart Mill used the term 
social science in an article published in 1836, and Bentham - with less 
impact - had done so fifteen years earlier.° The concept of social science 
was available before the middle of the nineteenth century, and 
developed an identity quite different from that associated in Europe and 
America with the sociology of which Comte and Spencer were the main 
standard-bearers until the take-off of professional and academic socio- 
logy at the end of the century. Mill at mid-century straddled the two 


terminologies and traditions. In his System of Logic he emphasized that 


it was ‘but of yesterday that the conception of a political or social 
Science has existed anywhere but in the mind of here and there an 
insular thinker generally ill-prepared for its realisation . The oil 
had now changed with regard to the analysis of social phenomena: 


There is nothing chimerical in the hope that general laws, sufficient 


to enable us to answer these various questions for any country or time 
... do really admit of being ascertained; and that the other branches 
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of human knowledge, which this undertaking presupposes, are so far 


advanced that the time is ripe for its commencement. Such is the 
object of the Social Science. 


Whatever Mill’s emphasis on the laws that underlay social science, by 
the 1850s, when the NAPSS was created, the term combined a sense of 
the availability of laws, of accessibility of data, and the possibility of 
reform. It was this development of a reforming social science that, in 
Philip Abrams’s view, frustrated the growth of sociology as a discipline 
in the mid-nineteenth century.§ 

By the late 1850s in Britain a social science had therefore been 


constructed by welding together a number of what had come to be seen 
as related elements: the social 


example, Owenite views of social 
roaches to ‘the social problem’; the 
led to the creation of statistical 
orting, and Pressure groups and 
of poverty and its attendant evils 
0 charity organization, factory legislation and 
other reforming social policies; and finally the diverse experience of the 
‘improving’ ingredients of what Michael 
ly ‘institutional state’.? 


he Elements of Social Science, adding to his 
tty, Malthus, Population, prostitution and 
icitly on social Science. In it he explained: 


The great want of the age, as has been so 


astronomy, physics, chemistry, 
accepted and regarded by all me 


n as beyond di il there be 
such a body of tuths; unive, yı ispute. Until the 


sally acknowledged and respected, 
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ibe must remain in a state of profound disorder . . . the subject 
should be treated in the same careful and systematic manner, with the 
same attention to the rules of induction and deduction, as the other 


sciences. 


Not only was this necessary, wrote Drysdale, but he was convinced ‘that 
by far the most important discoveries have already been made and that 
oe E an aneao advanced to meet the greatest practical 
|! Drysdale published this edition of his book in one 

of the most extraordinary three- to four-year periods in British intellec- 
tual and social history. In 1858 Samuel Smiles published Self-Help and 
Herbert Spencer published the first of the essays which three years later 
were to form his book Education: Intellectual, Moral and Physical. In 
1859 Darwin published The Origin of Species. All of these were 
profoundly to affect debate about education and society, and they 
vividly exemplify the climate of opinion in which the concept of ‘social 
science’ was establishing itself. 
Central to the concept was the vision of a science which would make 
Society as amenable to analysis and certain kinds of mastery and reform 
as was the world investigated by the natural sciences. The NAPSS had 
behind it the model of the British Association for the Advancement of 
Science (BAAS), which had proved so successful for the popularization 
and development of science, and had also served as a model in the 
United States.!2 The degree of confidence in the new science was 
illustrated throughout the Transactions of the new society. It 
announced its aim as ‘to collect facts, to diffuse knowledge, to stimulate 
inquiry’. The British Association for the Advancement of Science, 
wrote the secretary of the NAPSS, had demonstrated ‘the indivisibility 
of physical research’. ‘Mutual aid’ amongst scientists was ‘the idea 
which holds together the British Association. And is social knowledge, 
the science of promoting the prosperity, happiness, and welfare of the 
human race, stamped less with the character of unity?" In 1861, 
Frances Power Cobbe, one of the many women active in the Associa- 


tion, wrote that 


. is simple enough. At the present 
hat which Bacon commenced for 
. In the first place a vast 
statistics and experiments 
larger generaliza- 


The province of Social Science - - 
time our task is nearly the same as t 
physical science in the Novum Organon 
and observations, 


accumulation of facts 
. gradually, by induction, 


need to be gathered . . 
tions will be reached."” 
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Blackwood’s Magazine, torn between information and mockery, called 
the NAPSS a ‘kind of social parliament’. It was different from the 
BAAS and physical and mathematical science in being also ‘benevolent 
and reformatory’. A human science would be ‘the most troublesome 
and the NAPSS pursued it in a kind of ‘itinerant social and scientific 
performance’, a ‘travelling caravan’.'® Herbert Spencer, pursuing 
science and truth with quite different criteria in mind, called the 
Association an ‘absurdly self-titled body’ .7 

What the Association did was to bring together under the umbrella of 
the social science description the reformer and the philanthropist, the 
earlier Victorian threads of data collection and policy formulation, the 
experience of factory reform and educational endeavour, interests in law 
and health and social conditions, and out of them it promoted a compre- 
hensive ideal of social organization and welfare. The NAPSS was 
organized in departments which, at the annual congresses and between, 
debated and promoted action in the four or five fields (the number was 
not constant) concerned. Education was, if not the most influential, one 
of the - perhaps the - most active of the departments. ‘Of all the 
Departments of Social Science’, said Edward Baines in an address 8 
1871, ‘none surpasses, or perhaps equals, that of education, either in 
importance or difficulty’. It would be the crown of social science, he 
thought, ‘to create an intellectual and virtuous nation’.!8 The links with 


the main urban centres established by the itinerant ci 
wide spectrum of reformers, 


kinds that it brought into sup 
seemed to provide a platfor 
advance. ‘Of the practical 

Marquess of Huntly in a pres 
question. They bring the wor 
student of Social Science fac 


‘ongresses, and the 
legislators, inspectors and activists of all 
port from the late 1850s until the 1880s; 
m and even a methodology for social 
utility of these Congresses’, said the 
idential address in 1876, ‘there can be no 
ker in the cause of Social Reform and the 
€ to face, and each can aid, instruct, and 


» the end product and solution was 
parliamentary action, the strengthening of the 
the efforts of the most Prominent and consistent 
Ociation were directed towards strengthening the 
side of the community-individual equation. 
Most active people in the Association, was, as one 


‘custodial state’. All 
supporters of the Ass 
state-interventionist 

Chadwick, one of the 
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writer puts it, ‘the stereotype of this sort of social investigator, intent to 
discover facts useful for the implementation of social policy’.*! 

Given this overall concern of the Association, and the educational 
commitments of many of its most prominent and active supporters, it is 
not surprising that the Association provided one of the most regular and 
wide-ranging forums of a discussion of education. The educational 
dimensions of the Association were various. First, the papers presented 
brought together distinguished educational reformers, experimenters, 
analysts, and promoters, in a general framework of education-as-social- 
science. Probably not until the 1960s was there to be another situation 
in which education was so explicitly linked with a whole range of social 
policies and reforms. The topics discussed in the first five years, for 
example, included factory, education and ragged schools, the education 
of girls, mechanics’ institutes, adult education and secular schools, half- 
time education and workhouse schools, as well as a range of topics to do 
with middle-class education, educational charities, the training of 
teachers, and the activities of local, national and government bodies in 
the field of education. The prime concern was with information and 
with policy. Secondly, therefore, the Education Department, like the 
other departments and the Association itself, saw itself and acted as a 
pressure group. It was probably the instrument for persuading the 
government in 1864 to establish the Taunton Commission to investi- 
gate the endowed schools,” and the Education Department was 
certainly the most important forum for the group of women activists to 
meet and press the case for improvements in the education of girls. It is 
likely that from their deliberations there emerged the ; successful 
Pressure on the Taunton Commission to include the education of girls 
in their remit. The Education Department was, in fact, the only one of 
the departments to have women regularly and significantly on its 
Standing committee. In 1867, for instance, ten out of PS 
members of the committee were women ~ and these included Bar! e 
Bodichon, Mary Carpenter and Emily Davies. * There is an t a 
the Department and the Council of the Association, both of whicl “aR 
Tegularly between congresses, took their pressure ae sete 
Seriously.2> The Association published threepenny i ars z z 
Pamphlets on education (usually papers delivered to regular mee E 
London), and sought to bring pressure to bear on the et 
Committee of Council on Education. In 1867, for example, a ER 
of the NAPSS memorialized for a relaxation of the SeS ea 
Poor town schools, and in 1869, when the educanon a 
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Parliament, the standing committee of the Department cee 
the vice-president of the Committee of Council on the bill, 
submitted a petition to Parliament in its favour.” re 

Thirdly, the Department took a strong interest throughout the : re 
1860s and 1870s in the question of compulsory education an S 
means of achieving universal education. There was much ET = 
the Association of legislation through education Acts or throug = 
extension of factory legislation. There were regular discussions in t f 
late 1860s, for example, at congresses and at the London ie 
meetings, of these and related topics, such as free schooling. These 2 : 
other educational topics had no more regular or accessible platform r 
discussion. The movement for secular schools and for the teaching 0 
social science, for example, associated from the late 1840s with William 
Ellis, W. B. Hodgson, George Combe, William Lovett and othe 
found - like the women educationists ~ a forum at the Association tha 
they could not find elsewhere. W. B. Hodgson, one of the ves 
spokesmen for this movement, contributed frequently to the congresse 
and to other Association and related meetings on the subject.” À 

The fact that the Department and the Association were responsive s 
issues and trends is visible from the way that the Transactions (thous? 
not the Association’s Sessional Proceedings) have been raided for specific 
kinds of information by historians. What historians have not done is tO 
see all these educational messages and efforts as part of a comprehensive 
view of social science, as a necessary basis for social action and 
regeneration. A speaker in 1871 talked of a ‘portentous ean 
dogging the steps of our Prosperity, and it already casts its vest. oe 
threatening shadow before it, I allude to the International Society’. 
Yet again, in the shape of international competition on this occasion, 
the message was delivered that only an understanding of social laws and 
Correct social action would enable Britain to survive. The message WaS 
being delivered this time in a paper on the teaching of social science 1" 
elementary schools. 

The NAPSS and its departments were active and in varying degrees 
influential from the late 1850s for something like two decades» 
declining in support and impact in the final years of existence in the 
1880s. For a crucial period of around a quarter of a century it perpetu 
ated and strengthened a particular model of society and social action: 
The overall impression of its debates and activities is of an unwavering 
belief in a consensus society, in the rightness of existing social struc” 
tures, and in the possibility of planning and legislating the problems 
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and weaknesses out of existence. Much of the reforming activity re- 
Ported by campaigners like Mary Carpenter was explicitly designed to 
improve the lot of the poor without attempting to tamper with the 
natural order of society. Mary Carpenter, in 1861, for example, 
combined a discussion of the need to improve the physical condition of 
children with the statement that ‘there must be nothing to pamper self- 
indulgence, to raise the child in his own estimation above his natural 
position in society’. In 1868, in an argument more familiar and stri- 
dent in earlier decades of the century, Sir William Denison told the 
Association that the condition of the rural and urban poor was ‘miser- 
able in the extreme’, but that too much stress should not be placed on 
education and knowledge as improving forces: ‘God has ordained 
infinite gradations of intellectual as of physical power, and their busi- 
Ness was to instruct the working-classes to perform their duties in that 
state of life in which God had placed them.” An extremely forthright 
account of these general and educational discussions and assumptions of 
the Association appeared in The School Board Chroncile in 1875 in an 


anonymous commentary on its recent congress: 


A want of thoroughness in dealing with the question of national 
education is the usual fault of the Social Science Congress. The points 
in controversy are generally dealt with in a too compromising spirit. 
Too much allowance is made for existing conditions which stand in 
the way of educational work, and in listening to the papers and discus- 
sions (with some exceptions) we are led to think that if the National 
Association for the Promotion of Social Science had the task of 
national education to perform, they would be so anxious not to inter- 
fere with anybody, and to interrupt anything, that, with the very best 
intentions and excellent resolutions for really doing the work, they 
would discover in the end that they had done nothing” 

ection of data, and debates which 
in the way of educational work’, 
hile changes which were to affect 


In this spirit, with the continuing coll 
allowed existing conditions to ‘stand 


the Association stood relatively still w 
and destroy it were gathering momentum. The consensual model of 


society was being challenged by trade union, radical, socialist and other 
Voices and movements. Other forms of social analysis were developing. 
Other views of what constituted a social science and indeed a science 
were being elaborated. The comprehensive, multi-purpose nature ofthe 
Association was being undermined, especially from the 1880s, by 
Pressures towards more discrete professional and academic definitions, 
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by the development of social work, of movements towards new in 
of political science, economic science, historical science, and a range 2 
other professional commitments which made the Association’s struc 
ture, purpose and style look increasingly anachronistic. i 
From the 1850s, therefore, the Association represented a centra 
strand in conceptions of social analysis and action. Its early success A 
attracting support and making the very concept of social science crucia 
to the development of educational and social reform, both strengthened 
the model of social reform that had guided the work of an Laer 
generation of activists, and acted as a model internationally. The mode 
which combined investigation, information, policy formation and legis- 
found a welcome especially in the United States. 
ed, it was because the conditions in which it was 


out-of-date legislation, i 
charity and uncertain p 


and familiar context. The British social science and reform model fitted 


the circumstances of Massachusetts and Philadelphia, Illinois and 
Indiana, with few adaptations. 
The American Social S 


poverty and all that they a 
of State Charities, an invi 
what was intended to be 
but in the event - when it 


at it take the title of the American Social 
e circular convening the meeting - by the 

tate Charities, including Howe and Sanborn 
of intended concerns and the British origins: 


Our attention has lately been called to the importance of some organi- 
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zation in the United States, both local and national, whose object 
shall be the discussion of those questions relating to the Sanitary 
Condition of the People, the Relief, Employment, and Education of 
the Poor, the Prevention of Crime, the Amelioration of the Criminal 
Law, the Discipline of Prisons, the Remedial Treatment of the 
Insane, and those numerous matters of statistical and philanthropic 
interest which are included under the general head of ‘Social Science’. 
An association for the consideration of these questions has existed in 
Great Britain for several years, including among its members many of 
the most eminent philanthropists and statistical writers of that 
country. Its published proceedings have been of great service to 
England and to the world.” 


Throughout the history of the ASSA there were references by Sanborn 
and others to the British NAPSS ‘after which our own was modelled’? 
(though in his later days, when the NAPSS was already ‘long since 
deceased’, Sanborn played down on debt the an organization on which 
the American one was ‘rather distantly modelled’.” Samuel Eliot in 
1867 referred to the British Social Science Association as ‘our namesake 
and to a great extent our pattern’.”° The group of ‘Corresponding 
Members’ agreed at the first meeting of the ASSA included eighteen in 
England, one in Scotland and two in Ireland. The English list 
contained the NAPSS president, Lord Brougham, and the secretary, 
George Hastings. Other active members of the NAPSS in the list 
included Mary Carpenter, Frances Power Cobbe and Edwin Chadwick 
~ and, though he was never active in the Association, John Stuart Mill. a 
Chadwick was regularly referred to and quoted from, and he main- 
tained a correspondence with the ASSA.* Samuel Eliot, formerly joint 
general secretary of the ASSA with Sanborn, and now president of the 
Association, was made a Foreign Corresponding Member of the British 
Organization in 1870. When he visited England in 1870 a special 
meeting of the Council of the NAPSS was held to meet him at which 
Chadwick was present, and the following morning Chadwick enter- 


tained him to breakfast.” a 
The ASSA was created against the background of urbanizing, 


industrializing, post-bellum America. Samuel Eliot explained in 1867 
that the ASSA was not created too soon for the ‘necessities of the time. 
It began just when war had done its work, and peace, with all its 
Tesources, all its powers of repressing error and maintaining truth, was 
ushering in a new era in our national history.’ What was needed for the 
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‘maintenance of truth’ was a strategy, an over-arching policy or set of 
policies - the way of collecting information, reaching understanding 
and acting upon it that the British organization had demonstrated. It 
was intended, said Eliot, ‘to collect the data of separate efforts, and so to 
group them, and the inferences to be drawn from them, that general 
principles might be evolved, and the work of Social Science, wherever it 
was going on, might be directed and harmonized to the common 
welfare’.*' The aim and the deep confidence in a consensual model of 
social development are identical with those of the founders of the 
British organization, and draw upon them. The ASSA proclaimed its 
constitution adopted in 1865 would 


bring together the various societies and individuals now interested in 
these objects, for the purpose of obtaining by discussion the real 
elements of Truth; by which doubts are removed, conflicting 
opinions harmonized, and a common ground afforded for treating 
wisely the great social problems of the day.*? 


In 1882 a paper on education read to the ASSA described the educa- 
tional process as ‘the whole people, through their common government, 
watching the growth of American civilization all round this majestic 
circle of commonwealths’. In 1879 Mrs I.T. Talbot, secretary of the 
Association’s Education Department, concluded her report with the 
statement: ‘free from local and sectional interests and prejudices as the 
American Social Science Association is, no other associated body can 
more freely point out defects in our educational system, or better 
indicate needed reform’, The model of American society and of the 
ASSA itself came together in a comment made by Sanborn in 1890; 
when he talked of the ASSA making its members instructors, censors 
and instigators, ‘but always the servants of the great American people, 
Who are not a populace nor a mob, but a collection of persons having 2 
large stake in the future of their country’ ,*> 

The aims, assumptions and organizational structure of the ASSA 
were similar to those of the NAPSS. The ASSA was aware, in its 
discussions, not only of the British and European social science 
movement, but also of the Similarity of the problems. Indeed there 
were explanations of the need for the American social science move 
ment in terms of the importation of the problems, and therefore of the 
solutions. When Sanborn addressed the British organization in 
Glasgow in 1874 he chose as his theme ‘American Poor Laws and 
Public Charities’, but immediately denied the accuracy of his title: 
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It is hardly correct . . . to speak of the pauperism of New England, or 
of any part of America, as New England or American pauperism. 
That evil is and always has been chiefly an imported one. What we 
have has been mainly grafted upon us from a foreign stock, or bred 
from an imported seed which African slavery has scattered in our soil. 
Europe (and chiefly the United Kingdom), along with the Southern 
States of our Union, are the most prolific sources of pauperism in 
America. 


A ‘needy proletarian class’, accustomed to alms and charity, had been 
foisted on the free United States, which until recently had not tended 
‘to breed this proletarian class’. Sanborn went on relentlessly to 
hammer the theme, to his no doubt surprised British audience. 
‘Pauperism’, he repeated, ‘is not native to America, but imported and 
continued here’. Emigration, he continued, ‘brings with it a sediment of 
pauperism’. The northern states were unlikely to receive many of the 
former slaves who would be ‘repelled by the climate, as well as detained 
at the South by other causes’, and therefore crime and pauperism were 
Most common in places like New York and New England ‘whereon the 
wave of emigration, rolling across from Europe, first strikes and 
deposits its sediment’.*® The whole British structure of the problems 
and the social science solution were involved in the creation of the 
ASSA. i 
The ASSA, in adopting the British model, had to adapt it to 
American geography, regionalism, state structure and communications. 
Although the British organization had groups of local activists and met 
in the major British cities, it did not spawn local organizations. The 
map of American social science in the two or three decades from the 
mid-1860s is still far from clear, but local and regional associations, on 
the model of the American national one, were created, with similar 
Structures, similar emphases, similar aims. The most important sine 
was created in Philadelphia, and in addition to its pamphlets an 
Occasional publications it found an important mobtnpiece an ~~ 
Monthly, which published many of its papers and reports. see we 
associations in Illinois and Indiana, Galveston and Honolulu. Loca 
associations existed in Massachusetts and elsewhere in New England - 
including Boston, Quincy and Hopedale.” There were at a 
intentions to create associations in Vermont, California and ee y : 
Other reform organizations considered themselves or were consi a 
to be social science associations in everything but name. In 187 
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Sanborn called the New York Charities Aid Association, for example, 
‘practically a social science body’.*! Some of the state associations 
(notably the Illinois Social Science Association) probably had more 
members than the ASSA (which fluctuated in the late 1860s and early 
1870s between 200 and 600 paid-up members). 

At the basis of all of these organizations was the connection between 
social fact and social reform. Philadelphia’s Robert Ellis Thompson, 
who, among various positions he held at the University of Philadelphia, 
included a professorship of social science, graphically portrayed in a 
lecture published in 1880 what he called the “Lessons of Social Science 
in the Streets of Philadelphia’. In the Streets, as in the places where 
natural scientists did their work, scientific truth was arrived at by 
“questioning and cross-questioning facts’, by acquiring ‘the habit of 
insight into the meaning of facts’.® The ASSA declared its purpose to 
be ‘to collect all facts, diffuse all knowledge, and stimulate all enquiry, 
which have a bearing on social welfare’.** At the foundation of the 
ASSA, the very first paper read was by Professor W. P. Atkinson, of 
Cambridge, on education. In the course of it he stressed that education 
‘can only be pursued Successfully as an inductive science ... We want a 
body of carefully recorded facts, the results of accurate observation. ” 
The Association was later to try to recruit Charles Darwin’s help in 
obtaining such a body of information, particularly about child develop- 
ment. From the data and interpretation would follow what Eliot called 


collective exertion’, dedicated to the prevention and relief of 
suffering.* 


In the American as in the British case the extent and strength of the 


commitment to this process as a Science cannot be over-emphasized- 
The concern with rational, ‘scientific’ solutions was - if an eighteenth- 
century legacy - a nineteenth-century conviction. The young Sanborn 
the subject: ‘Is the utilitarian spirit of 
moral character than the chivalrous 
oncluded with a panegyric that could 
arian or Owenite, for example, in the 
€ passing, he proclaimed, into an epoch 
of Reason as a Science; and already the Way grows bright before us: 
Step by step we shall 80 on, until we arrive at last at the final develop“ 


ment of the race, when all shall consci i : the 
Nighed Reson oT sciously desire and will to obey 


Science was the password. Education, said Professor Atkinson in 1867, 
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must be founded ‘on a science of the mind’. A paper on social science in 
relation to penal and reformatory institutions published in the Penn 
Monthly in 1881 refers to ‘prison science’.* Social science itself, said 
Samuel Eliot, was ‘emphatically a science of reform’. To Sanborn in 
1877 it was ‘that modern entity, vast and vague, which for lack of a 
good name we call Social Science’. Throughout the recorded discus- 
sions and papers of the Association runs this dominant theme of the 
science of reform, or reform as science. Reminding the Association in 
1879 of its roots in philanthropy and statistics, Sanborn recalled Horace 
Greeley’s definition of social science as ‘the diffusion of knowledge, 
virtue and happiness’, a definition which would not, Sanborn 
commented, please ‘the French and English patentees of that recent 
metaphysical invention which they call “sociology”’®! (though it should 
be remembered that Spencer was made an honorary member of the 
ASSA in 1883). The emphasis was on investigation and method of 
cure.*? Huggins, discussing the whole of this relationship between 
charity and social action on the one hand, and data and method on the 
other, comments that 

nt to the reformers. Statistics became a 
urce of crime . . .But more 
med a natural law deter- 
ded science rather than 


Collection of data was importa. 
magic device which would uncover the so 
than this, the emphasis on statistics assu 
Mining social action; to do good one nee 
sympathy.®? 

So deep was the relationship in the so 


data and reform that Sanborn felt move: 
tion in the foundation of the Association between philanthropy, 


Statistics and social science. ‘Perhaps it has been too much the fashion’, 
he protested, ‘both here and in England, to regard our new science as 
but another form of philanthropy.’® In the United States, even more 
than in Britain, Sanborn’s ‘new science’ was, however, on the brink of 
being challenged and undermined by even ‘newer’ ones. 

The Education Department of the ASSA was very similar to its 
British equivalent in the range of its concerns, but was unlike it in the 
Capacity to act as a national pressure group and influence educational 
development, legislation and policy. Its membership included from the 
outset John D. Philbrick and Daniel C. Gilman. It attracted support 
and active participation from William Torrey Harris and Andrew D. 
White. It provided, as in the British case, an important forum for the 
discussion of compulsory education and the relationship of education to 


cial science movement between 
d in 1879 to justify the connec- 
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federal and state government, the relationship between education and 
social and economic progress, the education of the south, technical and 
college education, kindergartens and the education of the physically and 
mentally handicapped, libraries and reform schools. It rode a tide of 
widespread confidence in what a paper to the Philadelphia Association 
in 1880 called the ‘power and promise’ of the public school system: 


Do we realize the growing influence of this institution, already 
affecting the whole Nation, and second in power to the Church only? 
... The most promising newspaper of one of the most influential 
religious bodies, a body which largely favors its separate schools, says 
recently, referring to the connection of public libraries with the 
schools, “We have entered, in our school system, upon the organiza- 
tion of modern society; we cannot stop half-way. 


Commenting on the Education Department of the British Association, 
Eliot spoke of education as taking ‘of necessity, the prominent place in 
our considerations’. The Journal of Social Science reported during 1870 
that the Standing Committee on Education had been active, for exam- 
ple, in connection with the formation of public libraries and art educa- 
tion (both favourite topics in the Association) industrial and nautical 
schools and the shortcomings of public school text-books. Six years 
later, when Sanborn reviewed the work of the Association, he com 
mented that in education ‘much has been done, directly or indirectly» 
by our Association since 1865, to call attention to what our country 
needs, and point out practical ways of attaining thereto’. He cited the 
work done for art schools and museums, public libraries; a better 
system of colleges and universities, the health of pupils, half-time 
schools, the teaching of deaf-mutes and the blind, school inspection» 
yore Two papers published in the Fournial of Social Science 9 
itd Ce indicate - with a resonance familar in discussions 5 
e n education in the 1960s particularly - how broad a definition 
ea £9 perc appropriate within an organization with so co™ 
oe ea efinition of the work of social science. J.M. Gregory ° 

cago, m'a contribution on ‘The American Newspaper and America” 
Education’, suggested that ‘All things educate us Count and climat® 
scenery and society, business and pleasures life’s dail doin s and daily 
encounters, all environments of matter and mind ee ay silent, it 
may be, but plastic power,’ William Torrey Harri 7 imilar vein» 
told the Education Department that it moma di 
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other institutions besides the School as instrumentalities of culture 
... I have attempted to define the scope of Education as a training 
given to the human individual by the institutions of society. These 
institutions are the Family, Civil Society, the State, and the Church. 
They all educate the mind quite as essentially as the School does.” 


It is not surprising that education should be seen as central to the work 
of social science and reform, or that its power and pervasiveness should 
be so underlined. What is important is that the American Association, 
as in Britain, produced a comprehensive pattern of analysis, and for the 
Most part rejected incorherent, unsystematic, voluntary approaches to 
reform, in favour of systematic public provision, coherent public pol- 
icy, rational government intervention. Andrew D. White argued that 
‘the main provision for advanced education in the United States must 
be made by the people at large acting through their legislatures’.”” Gen- 
eral Logan, discussing the free school system in the south in 1877, 
argued against the Spencerian ‘fallacy’ of non-interference by govern- 
ments, ascribed Britain’s comparative industrial decline to the free 
School system of other nations, and held that, in spite of the political 


dangers of so doing, ‘the industrial necessities of the age force every pro- 


gressive government to educate the people’.” Following a paper read to 


the Education Department on ‘National Aid to Education’ in 1882, the 
ASSA presented a petition to Congress calling for national funds to be 
‘distributed for a limited period, to the common schools of the States 
and Territories, on the basis of illiteracy, and in such manner as shall 
Not supersede nor interfere with local efforts’. The approach to 
national legislation and intervention was obviously different in 
emphasis and detail from the British equivalents, but the commitment 
to national action, using education as an instrument of policy, and 
Within the context of a comprehensive social science analysis, was 


Toughly the same. 

It is important to underline that i 
throughout the work of the ASSA, 
remained - if not prominent, at least constant. Th i 
and lionized Mary Carpenter, and the Journal wrote that ‘the cause 0: 
education and reform has been greatly strengthened . .- by the presence 
Of Miss Carpenter’.”* The Education Department sent pan Sere 
to the NAPSS on a successful visit by Mary Carpenter to India, whic 
Was the direct cause of the establishment of a Bengal Social pak 
Association, and which the Americans described as ‘a stimulus afforde 


n all of these discussions, as 
the transatlantic dimension 
e ASSA welcomed 
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to social progress’. British speakers appeared at ASSA meetings 
(including one from St Andrew’s University, Scotland, whose main 
message was that the Americans and the Scots both had too many 
colleges and universities).’* The secretary of the NAPSS not only 
visited Boston in 1872 ‘for the express purpose of showing his interest 
in the Association’, but he also returned home with a useful piece of 
experience. Hastings had been elected to the new school board in 
Worcester, and as its chairman he was interested in Boston’s efforts in 
relation to truancy, a scheme ‘to look after the children, see that they are 
at school, and report the absentees’. In May 1873 Worcester 
accordingly appointed a similar ‘School Board Agent’.”* The contacts 
with Britain were two-directional. Sanborn in Glasgow and Hastings in 
Boston symbolize the relationship. The secretary of the ASSA’s Educa- 
tion Department was deputed to visit Charles Darwin in Orpington in 
1881, and at his death in 1883 the ASSA held a commemorative 
session, hoping that Herbert Spencer, then in the United States, would 
be able to attend. He could not do so, but was immediately made an 
honorary member - having had no Previous known contact with either 
the ASSA or the NAPSS.” The Papers and discussion at the ASSA 
especially British experience, 
Sometimes to indicate useful models, 
nfluence (as when Gilman, in 1879; 
to trace in the modern school-laws of 
xperience’),78 

ith its British counterpart an inability 


as ever fully aware of how and why it 
d alternatives, but the ASSA was more 


on. From the very beginning the ASSA 
nsor for other, specialist, developments. 
> for example, alongside its own meetings, what was tO 
ce of Social Work, and in 1872, together 
n International Penitentiary Congress in 
Association, the Rega ae emerged the American Economic 
that have recenti 
Furner.® Sanborn looked sadly 


x “centennial meeting of the 
British Association had been for thirty 
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years, he explained, ‘a guiding and stimulating force’, but in Britain as 
in the United States 


the movements originated by the parent society weakened the 
parental vitality; and the British Association practically ceased to exist 
some years ago, leaving other organizations to carry on the same work 
by specialization. Our Association also has given birth or furtherance 
to the National Conference of Charities, the National Prison Associa- 
tion...the American Public Health Association, the Economic 
Association, and other bodies now in active life; but, in the process of 
extending and specializing our work, the vigor of the parent society 


has been somewhat diminished.*! 


Although the ASSA survived until 1909, it had been overtaken by new 
Social and political situations, by specialism and by sociology. 
Sanborn’s explanations of weakened parental vitality go part of the way 
towards understanding the new contexts and styles of social analysis, 
and the attempts of new ‘scientific’ approaches to break free of the 
reforming legacy of which the ASSA was a paramount example. 

The appearance of the new economic, historical and other organiza- 
tions marked both a changed map of academic organization, the new 
contours and definitions of professional allegiances, and hopes of a 
purer science. Typical of the new spirit was the creation in Philadelphia 
in 1890 of the American Academy of Political and Social Science, 
which at its first meeting was reminded of the history of the Philadelphia 
Social Science Association, but was clearly setting out in quite a new 
direction. The description of its inauguration has an interesting 
Vocabulary. Nowhere more than in America was there ‘a more hopeful 
outlook for scientific work’. The new, small institutions of higher 
education scattered across the United States were ‘increasing our stock 
The ‘growing stock of technical or professional 
literature’ was evidence of the growing interest ‘in the scientific aspect’ 
Of these specialist problems. There was a growing ‘scientific spirit’ and 
Co-operation ‘among scientific workers’, but the ‘spirit of scientific co- 
Operation’ had not found adequate expression (and the ASSA was one 
Organization mentioned as not adequate to the new task). The new 
Academy would offer students of economics, politics and sociology 
(they are the three disciplines mentioned) opportunities for publication 
enjoyed ‘in a similar field by the various academies of natural science’. 
After a three-page report on all of this new ‘scientific’ commitment, the 
new Academy is described as having begun its monthly meetings, 


of scientific capital’. 
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described as ‘Scientific Sessions’.8? Science, or at oS sage 
pretensions, professionalism and specialization went han hice F 
Social work was cutting adrift from the all-purpose reform e 
organizations like the ASSA, and although in 1915 ara ee 
was to deny that social work met the criteria required for a profes A i 
that was the direction the activity was heading from the last decade te 
the nineteenth century. It was not just that the Parents were weaken z 
and the children were stronger - the aims and definitions of the P 
bodies were different. They found different homes, especially EA A 
new universities - on quite a different basis from earlier attempts to fin s 
the ailing ASSA a home in one of the new universities, notably Tos 
Hopkins, or a university base for Sanborn at Cornell. Sgaoop i 
societies were created in Britain and the United States in the mi 
1900s, though the firm academic basis of sociology was laid in many 
American institutions and publications in the 1890s. In both countries 
the all-purpose social science organization was replaced by sii 
professional and academic institutions. What was happening to peat 
science as a concept and a movement was also happening to sles 
philosophy as a university and college discipline. They were bot 
dismantled into the social sciences, i a 
The whole Anglo-American relationship and parallel in this sociā 
science context points to some familiar - and none the less eee 
for being familiar - problems of analysis and judgement. The aims an 
he two bodies were very close in a period when the 
Social problems and their causes were viewed similarly. The ASSA, in 
borrowing from Britain the model of Operation, did not need to Lec 
traditions of Philanthropy or pragmatism or social engineering, bu 


obviously the centralizing and systematic portrait presented by the 
NAPSS was im 
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analysis, correction and ideal - and in men like Samuel Howe in 
America and W.B. Hodgson in Britain similar traditions were carried 
into the new setting. 

But it was above all in the similarity of the reforming endeavour that 
the closest parallel link lies. Sanborn, in one description, ‘achieved 
distinction as the leading social worker of the day’.** He linked across to 
all those Concord eminences whom he knew, whose philosophical 
dialogues he shared, and whose biographies he wrote. He was known as 
a radical (and in some connections even a dangerous one) and for nearly 
forty years was associated with the prominent liberal journal, the 
Springfield Republican.® In his life of Howe, Sanborn describes Howe’s 
taking on the presidency of the Massachusetts Board of State Charities 
as another of his long campaigns against ‘false methods and hurtful 
Conservatism’. The American honorary members of the ASSA 
included Henry Barnard, Henry C. Carey and A. Bronson Alcott, of 
whom Sanborn and William T. Harris jointly wrote a biography. After 
making allowance for transatlantic differences, the circle that these 
People represented, liberal, educationally radical, with occasional 
thrusts of deeper radicalism and threads of political and social conser- 
vatism, is not very different in profile from that of the leading figures 
we have mentioned in and around the NAPSS in Britain. In many other 
Tespects, especially the content of educational discussion and the 
Conception of education-society links, the similarity is close. It is likely 
that the same is true of the role of women in the two movements, 
although the position is less clear in the United States given the 
Scattered nature of the movement and the lack of local records. What we 
do know is that women appeared as officers of the ASSA. Of 189 
‘regular members’ in 1867, 23 were women.” The British corres- 
Ponding members of the ASSA included Mary Carpenter and Frances 
Power Cobbe (but it is interesting that there is no woman amongst the 
Corresponding members in the other European countries). a 
Perhaps more important in the American context 1s the extent 0 a X 
Participation in the offspring and related organizations of the AS 
(though for all its concerns, the National Conference of Charities and 
Correction only had two women presidents before it became the 
National Conference of Social Work in 1917 - Jane Addams being the 
first in 1910). There is evidence, however, that women were an 
locally in the social science organizations. Sanborn, in 1877, eae 
to a number of aspects of the training of women for soe 
Mentioned two organizations recently formed to promote the e 
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of women - a ‘Society for Promoting Study at Home’ and the 
‘Massachusetts Society for the University Education of Women’. He 
went on to comment: 


These are but examples of hundreds of useful and almost unobserved 
agencies for carrying onward the practical work of social science; most 
of which depend, first or last, upon the interest taken in them by 
women . . . although the sheory of social science has been framed by 


men, its practice can only be advanced by the co-operation of 
women.** 


Taken alone this could simply mean that whatev 
was social science, and that women were 
science movement as ‘co-operators’, 
referred to the new social science associ 
and to the New York State Charities 
three State societies are all managed by 
constantly more active than our own Association, which may be 
regarded as their parent’. In Britain there is no doubt that the NAPSS 
was vitally important to the developing women’s movement, especially 
in the field of education, and although there are obviously parallels the 
precise nature of the American developments is uncertain. 

All of this points mainly towards three kinds of question which would 
merit fuller discussion, First, there is the question of why the social 
science movement has been relatively neglected in both Britain and the 
United States. In Britain, there are three published works in which the 


NAPSS can be said to be seriously analysed, and of three theses 0? 
British social Science, tw 


has any interest in the e 
In the United States, ui 
ASSA derived from t 
American Sociology pul 
Haskell and Furner ha 


er Sanborn approved of 
on the fringe of the social 
In 1879, however, Sanborn 
ations in Illinois and Indiana, 
Aid Association, adding: ‘these 
women, and they are at present 


» though the recent books by 
ed the analysis very much further. The 
> be repeated: none has any interest in the 
t of the movement.” The only minor 
e Atlantic has been Michael Katz’s The 
> Which is not about the movement, but 
its constituent elements in an analysis © 
uvenile reform. The first question, then» 
eglect. 


nd an acceptable way of explaining the 


ve Carri 


Social science and educationat reform 123 


i pom their self-definitions and purposes, and their ideological 
nd conceptual commitments. Charles H. Hopkins, in his The Rise of 


the i - 4 = Pond 
Social Gospel in American Protestantism, traces the major intellectual 


d ; z : 
ebt of the social gospel to ‘those enlightened conservatives who faced 
the new industrial order of 


wi ; s 
a open minds both the new science and 
i later half of the nineteenth century’.”2 That would be a helpful 

arting text, but it would lead straight into the controversies of 


American historiography of the 1900s and 1970s, with alt te ditt 
culties of handling concepts like conservatism and liberalism, new 
d every other concept that 


industrial order and the corporate state, an 
has been argued over in relation especially to social and educational 
reform in the late nineteenth and twentieth centuries. Were the 
reformers merely puppets of some deeper, hidden and manipulating 
forces? To what extent are we engaged as historians with the declared, 
secret or unsuspected motives of the reformers? Two extreme positions 
make it difficult to write the history of motivation. The first is simply to 
encapsulate the motives of the historical actors with their own emphases 
and understandings. The second is to deny the relevance of the actors’ 
Own perceptions and to place them in the context of imprisoning 
Structures or deep, underlying historical forces continuing their own 
relentless paths and ultimates. The first results in description, phono- 
graphic representation, history which offers no historical analysis, and 
ascribes no ideological or theoretical place to the historian. The second 
makes off towards functionalist abstractions or structuralism, and leaves 
little or nothing for the historian to do except illustrate theory. Both, if 
Caricatures, represent real movements in the world of historical debate, 
and we can pin names on both of these and their variants. Both have 
been and are operational, and they have identified historical motivation 
as suspect, dangerous or simply to be avoided. 

The history of social science as of all reform movements cannot for 
ever avoid the issue, and cannot for ever 0 on seeking and finding 
endlessly ephemeral vocabularies. We 
cannot deny the actors a voice, and we cannot drown their voices in our 
own raucous search for comforting explanations. The historical actors 


are probably telling at least part of the truth, and suggesting the other 


part. They are neither blind puppets nor congenital liars. They place an 
inform us that 


emphasis on a purpose, and what they assume ~ what they 7? 

they assume - indicates other purposes. They have to be listened to. 
The first problem is to detect in their statements and actions the 
Purposes they reveal that are additional to the ones they make explicit. 
The second problem is to be constantly aware, amongst the explan- 


Momo-causal explanations and 
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ations we construct, of our own basis of selection. Almost any of the 
instances quoted or referred to in this chapter would serve as an 
example of how to proceed. 

Take the previously quoted passage from the 1883 paper on national 
educational policy read to the ASSA, in which the speaker described 


the whole people, through their common government, watching the 
growth of American civilization all round this majestic circle of 
commonwealths; in ordinary times doing enough to vindicate the 
precedent, in the days of emergency coming in with irresistible power 
to stimulate home action, and arouse the people to their duty by the 
potent inspiration of national encouragement and material aid.” 


This can be accepted at face value within the context of the educational 
and social policies of the speaker and the Association. It can be dis- 
missed as rhetoric, or explained in terms totally outside the immediate 
vocabulary and conceptual machinery - for example in terms of class 
society or industrial needs. The explanation can be organized within 
later, superimposed sociological or historical concepts - including social 
control and the capitalist State, or extensions into the analysis of racist 
or other structures and practices. The paper from which this passage IS 
extracted 1s a complex argument, and there is something important init 
and in the passage. Whatever the declared motives of extending national 
aid to education, and whatever the surrounding explanations that may 
be imported to extend them, there are within the passage itself 
important clusters of vocabulary which tell us more about motive, an 
oe ie apear took for granted. The generalized vocabulary 
u ates national policy’, ‘nation’, ‘whole people’, ‘common 
government’, ‘American civilization’, ‘the people’, ‘national encourage- 
TR > ss So on. From within the passage can search for the 
ae rs i enano and it obviously lies in this case in 4 
i onsensus, actual or desired. The passage may not have 
as a ee consciously to be about that, but its vocabulary tells Us 
Tan EE poi nineteenth-century meanings - about the 
There may be Sih A speaker assumes education is directed- 
~ may ə other meanings to which the analysis will lead, but tb¢ 
question of motivation starts with the speaker, the actor. Obviously, WE 
select Passages and put weight on words. In dain so we nsciibe priority 
motives, and obviously we are intent on doing more than interpret a 
sentence oF Lye written and spoken by a Boston clergyman in 1884 
The historian is negotiating something with th By’ Mayo- 
e Rev. A.D. 
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Mayo, and Sanborn and anyone else we have brought as witness to the 
reform process, tell us the shape and values of the society towards which 
they reach. The emphasis we detect is important in understanding the 
motivation of the people, of the organization, of the social movement to 
which we attach meaning. We do not discard our own ideological bag- 
gage in doing that, but if there is to be any possibility of approaching 
historical motive, we need to allow our machinery to engage with that of 
Mayo or Sanborn and begin with what they tell us. If we don’t, the 
historical exercise will disappear into antiquarianism or theory; we shall 
have avoided the problem and left ourselves with a display of antiques 
or theories. We pay heavily in retreating from motive. 

The third question is implied in the whole of this argument. Were the 
social science developments in Britain and the United States instances 
of parallelism or superficial connections, or are there important 
Questions about a real transfer of cultural messages, ideologies and 
Social practices? I suspect that the latter is true in this case, not because 
the people concerned were all reformers or liberals or social engineers in 
a convenient historical category, but because their ideals and meanings 
drew similar strength from similar perceptions of similar situations. If 
Owenism or phrenology produced one kind of intellectual and cultural 
interchange earlier in the century, social science now produced another. 
The transatlantic issues relate directly to the other unanswered 
questions about historical neglect of the territory, and educational 
historians’ paralysis in the presence of questions of motivation. 

What was shared was confidence in a new-found framework within 
which to investigate change, understand cause, and act. There may, on 
our bigger canvases, be room for analysis in terms of manipulation, 
Or the protection of the status quo, or the advancement of a liberal- 
Capitalist model of society, or the healing of civil war wounds in the 
Service of the nation state - or any of these in combination, or others. 
Those are not sufficient explanations, however, until we have laboured 
Over the parts and intimate processes. Where people draw their ideas 
and inspiration and confidence from, their hesitations and responses to 


Criticism, their definition of the strategies they adopt or reject, are 
€qually - and at this point in our understanding perhaps more - 


important. 


If all of these questions are germane to t cienc 
and the location of sources of stability and change in social policy in 
tory of education. The history of 


general, they are equally so to the his histo 
late nineteenth-century education in both Britain and America 1s the 


he history of social science 
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history of how education was perceived - differently by eects 
and groups at different times - within definitions of omen ae 
acceptable social policy. What was being debated in the oe enn 
organizations was an appropriate direction for an educate ye 
appropriate levels and forms of provision for the intende “er 
Historians return to these debates armed with explanations in P 
progress or capitalism or industrialization or social control or re: nar 
Unless history becomes abstract theory or the story of human puppe A 
however, the debates have to be heard clearly and dissected with nit 
The dissection is important to the history of education because apie 
Processes have always been Subject to controversy and debate, p 
without the messages from social science and other contexts it cnet 
the story of isolated figures and institutions. Education is what peop 


: A cted 
thought it was and intended it to be, as well as what they constru 
and experienced. 


The social science stor 
of educational developm 
to the directions from 
came. Th 


y is also directly relevant to the interpretation 
ents in the late nineteenth century in paneo 
Which the participants in educational eee 
ey Were not only schoolteachers and politicians, cler ee 
nthropists. The pattern of the reform enterprise inclu z 
philosophers and statisticians, administrators and a variety orpoan 

of social change and speculators about the future and the agencies DY 
which to arrive there. They were ‘soci 
important to education in the twentie 
nineteenth ‘social Scientists’ were t 
logists, economists and a range of 
new professions and changed aca 
movement and a con 
higher education, 

children and adole 
and the purpose o 


ial scientists’. It was to be crucially 
th century that from the end ae 
o become sociologists and psycho 

other social scientific specialists, y 
demic settings. Social science as f 
cept leads into historically important features s 
as well as new debates and forums of debate ie’ 
Scents, schools and curricula, the politics of finance 

f reform, Policy and practice. 


Notes 


1 See for example W.H.G. Armytage, -an 
Education (London, 1967); Frank Thistlethwaite, The Anglo-America 
Connection in the Ear. i 


Farrar, ‘The Influence of the Massac 


Social science and educational reform 127 


Movement for a National System in England and Wales in the Nineteenth 
Century’, Liverpool University MA thesis, 1964. 

2 See for example Carl F. Kaestle, Joseph Lancaster and the Monitorial School 
Movement: A Documentary History (New York, 1973); Arthur Eugene Bestor 
Jr, Backwoods Utopias. The Sectarian and Owenite Phases of Communitarian 
Socialism in America, 1663-1829 (Philadelphia, 1950); Gerald Lee Gutek, 
ree Neef: the Americanization of Pestalozzianism (University, Alabama, 

78). 

3 American Social Science Association, Constitution, Address, and List of 
Members (Boston, 1866), p. 12. 

4 See Victor V. Branford, ‘On the Origin and Use of the Word Sociology’, 
Sociological Papers (London, 1905). 

5 See Eileen Margot Yeo, ‘Social Science and Social Change: A Social History 
of some Aspects of Social Science and Social Investigation in Britain 1830- 
1890’, University of Sussex PhD thesis, 1972, ch. 1. 

6 See Peter R. Senn, ‘The Earliest Use of the Term “Social Science” ’, Journal 
of the History of Ideas, vol. XIX, 1958, pp. 568-705 J.H. Burns, ‘J.S. Mill and 
the Term “Social Science” ’, Journal of the History of Ideas. vol. XX, 1959, 
pp. 431-2; J.H. Burns, Jeremy Bentham and University College (London, 


1962), p. 8. 

7 Ronald Fletcher (ed.), John Stu 
(London, 1971), pp. 132-4. 

8 Philip Abrams, The Origins of British 
pp. 46-9. à i 

9 Michael B. Katz, ‘Origins of the Institutional State’, Marxist Perspectives, 
vol. 1, no. 4, 1978. 

10 For the fullest discussion see M.J. Cullen, 
Victorian Britain: The Foundation of Empirical Social Research 
Sussex, 1975). : 

11 George R. Drysdale, The Elements of Social Science; or Physical, Sexual and 
Natural Religion ... by a Doctor of Medicine (London, 1854), 3rd ed. 1859, 
enlarged ed. of 1881, pp. 451-2. ; a Pre 

12 Sally Gregory Kohlstedt, The Formation of the American Scientific 
Community: the American Association for the Advancement of Science 1848-60 
(Urbana, Illinois, 1976). J 

ie Transactions of the NAPSS, 1857 (London, 1858), p. xxviii. 

Ibid., pp. xxi-xxii. ; K 
15 Eha ae Cake, ‘Social Science Congresses, and Women’s Part in 
Them’, Macmillan’s Magazine, vol. V, 1861, p. 84. oe 
16 ‘Social a ET Magazine, vol. 88, 1860, pp- 701-6; ‘Social 
Science’, Blackwood’s Magazine, vol. 90, 1861, p. 463. ` 
17 J.D.Y. Peel, Herbert Spencer: The Evolution of a Sociologist 


art Mill: A Logical Critique of Sociology 


Sociology: 1834-1914 (Chicago, 1968), 


The Statistical Movement in Early 
(Hassocks, 


(London, 197 1), 


p. 228. t 

18 Edward Baines, ‘Address’, Transactions of the NAPSS 1871 (London, 1872), 
- 76. k 

Teien Transactions of the NAPSS 


19 The Marquess of Huntly, ‘Opening Address’, 
1876 (London, 1877), p. 2- 


128 Education as history 


20 Abrams, Origins of British Sociology, p. 49. 
Peel, Herbert Spencer, p. 83. "p A r 
Po Brian Roser. ‘The Social Science Association, 1857 ee x 
Manchester School of Economic and Social Studies, vol. XX, es SRA P 
295; ‘Report of the Standing Committee of the Canaria) ep: of the 
Transactions of the NAPSS 1864 (London, 1865), P. 319; T of the 
Standing Committee of the (Education) Department’, Transact! 
NAPSS 1865 (London, 1866), p. 263. Se ie 
23 See Josephine Kamm, Hope Deferred: Girls’ Education in a ee Y 
(London, 1965), ch. XIv (‘The Schools’ Inquiry Commission, ; National 
24 Social Science, Being the Journal and Sessional Proceedings of t 3 atte 
Association for the Promotion of Social Science, vol. 1, no. 19, 1867, pp- 
12. l T 
25 For a sarcastic attack on the Association as a vehicle for ea REESE 
pressure group see ‘Social Science’, Blackwood’s Magazine, 1861, pp- 
Tis 


26 Social Science, vol. I, no. 5, 1867, 
Association for the Promotion of 
1, no. 30, 1869, p. 677. can 

27 See, for example, Transactions for 1865, 1867, 1873. He was presen int (a 
Association meeting held at the Society of Arts in 1868 ‘to a 2 
committee to diffuse information as to the natural laws regulating oe oe 
and to promote industrial partnership .. .” (Sessional Proceedings, vol. |, 
26, 1868, p. 389), 

28 Whateley Cooke Taylor, 
Schools’, Transactions of 


ional 
Pp. 82; Sessional Proceedings of the we 
Social Science (formerly Social Science), 


‘On the Teaching of Social Science in Elementary 

the NAPSS 1871 (London, 1872), p. 392. Heals 

29 Mary Carpenter, ‘The Application of the Principles of Education to Sc don, 
for the Lower Classes of Society’, Transactions of the NAPSS 1861 (Lon 
1862), p. 348, 


30 Report of a Paper ‘On the Bearin 


» Mass., 1956), and F.B. Sanborn, | eet 
opist (New York, 1891). The best approach to Sa 


seers $ : nal 0 
h erous contributions on social science to the Jour 
Social Science. 


33 ‘Circular of the Massachusetts Board ail 
Constitution, Address, and List of Members, pp. 10-11. 
34 Journal of Social Science, no, Vu, 1874, p. 387. 

35 Ibid., no. XXXV, 1897, p. 23, cia- 
36 American Social Sci Documents Published by the D 
tion, Part II: Address .. by Samuel Eliot, to which Are Added Lists of PaP 

Members, etc. (Boston, 1867), Pp. 72. 
37 See, for example, Co, 


nstitution, Address, an 
38 Journal of Social Science, no. XI, 1880. 


the Association in 1866). 


of Charities’, 2 August, 
ence Association, 


-50. 
d List of Members, pp. ye x t0 
> P- vi (quoting Chadwick’s adv 


Social science and educational reform 129 


39 Sessional Proceedings, vol. IV, no. 1, 1870, pp. 25-6. 

40 American Social Science Association, Extract from the Sessional Proceedings 

of the British Association for the Promotion of Social Science (Boston, 1870), 

pp. 1-8. 

Samuel Eliot, ‘Address’, in Documents Published by the Association, Part II, 

p. 67. For a discussion of social science in the post-bellum period see L.L. 

and Jessie Bernard, Origins of American Sociology: The Social Science 

Movement in the United States (New York, 1943), pp. 559-94. 

42 Constitution of the American Association for the Promotion of Social Science 
(adopted in Boston, 1865; amended at New Haven 1866), p. 1, item II. 

43 Rev. A.D. Mayo, ‘National Aid to Education’, Journal of Social Science, no. 
XVII, 1883, p. 7. 

44 In ibid., no. x, 1879, p. 42. 

45 Journal of Social Science, no. XXVII, 1890, p- xlviii. 

46 F.B. Sanborn, ‘American Poor Laws and Public Charities’, 
the NAPSS, 1874 (London, 1875), pp. 879-80. 

47 The Philadelphia Social Science Association was 
1869 - see Journal of Social Science, no. V, 
Publication of Simon N. Patten, Principles 
(Philadelphia, 1889), it appends a list of papers rea 
to that date. 

48 Illinois and Indiana are mentioned by Sanborn in Journal of Social Science, 
no. XI, 1880, p. vi. The Bernards’ list contains Boston, Quincy, New York, 
New Haven, Detroit, St Louis, Chicago, San Francisco, Galveston, 
Indianapolis and Cornell University (Origins of American Sociology, pp. 
553-8). The Western Social Science Association was organized in Chicago 
in 1868 and published a statement entitled Social Science Defined (the first 
secretary lived at Springfield, Illinois, and the president at Detroit, 
Michigan). Fos tobe 

49 The Constitution, Address, and List of Members mentions local associations in 
Boston and Quincy (the former of which issued publications). The Hopedale 
Association is mentioned in ibid., p. 55. 

50 See ibid., p. 14. À 

51 Journal of Social Science, no. XI, 1880, p. vi. 

52 Ibid., p. vi. ; ; f 

53 Robert Ellis Thompson, ‘Lessons of Social Science in the Streets 0 
Philadelphia’, The Penn Monthly, vol. X1, 1880, pP- 920-1. For Thompson, 
see James Donbrowski, The Early Days of Christian Socialism in America 
(New York, 1936), p. 12n. 

54 Constitution, Address, and List of Members, p. 15. 

z Ibid., p. 32. wens wee 

6 Documents Published by the Association, Part 14, PP. 9%- n p 

57 The may ae the AA papers, Library of Congress, Washington DC 
(the quotation is from the last page)- 

58 Penn Monthly, vol. Xi, 1881, p- 18. 

59 Documents Published by the Association, Part II, p. 74. 

60 Journal of Social Science, no. 1X, 1878, p. 1. 

61 Ibid., no. x1, 1880, pp- vii-viii. In 1868, it show 


4 


Transactions of 


established in November 
1873, pp. 202-5. In its 
of Rational Taxation 
d before the Association 


ld be noted, the Western 


130 Education as history 


; oF ial 
SSA used the terms ‘social science’ and ‘sociology’ interchangeably (Soc 
le Defined, pp. 1-2). : s 
62 Sie E a ‘Report from a Department poy tees 
Kindergartens? Journal of Social Science, no. XI, 1880, p. 9: ‘soci: ERT 
seeks to discover the sources of evil in civilization, and the best m 
icating those evils’. i i ies 
63 aaa eg Huggins, Protestants against Poverty: Boston’s Chart 
1870-1900 (Westport, Connecticut, 1971), p- 72, 
l of Social Science, no, XI, 1880, p. vii. n ity’ 
es jee i cae ‘Public Schools in their Relations to the Community’; 
Penn Monthly, vol. XI, 1880, p. 414. 
66 Documents Published by the Association, Part II, p: 73. 
67 Journal of Social Science, no. VI, 1876, p. 35. 
68 Ibid., no. XII, 1880, p. 63. s sas 
69 W.T. Harris, ‘Address on Education’, in ibid., no. XVH, 1883, p. am ‘a 
70 Andrew D. White, ‘The Relation of National and State Governme! 
Advanced Education’, in ibid., no. vi, 1874, p. 302. ol 
71 General T.M. Logan, ‘The Opposition in the South to the Free-Scho 
System’, in ibid., no. IX, 1878, pp. 93-4, 
72 Ibid., no. XVII, 1883, p. 23. 
73 Ibid., no. v, 1873, p. 160. 
74 For details of this Association see Tran. 


Association, vol. 1 (Calcutta, 1867). For Mary Carpenter’s visit ae 
Documents Published by the Association, Part II, p. 72 and Sessio 
Proceedings, vol. 1, no. 11, 1867, p. 209. Social 

75 Report of contribution to discussion by Dr Tulloch in Journal of 
Science, no. VII, 1874, pp. 319-20, 

76 Letter from George W, Hastings, in ibid., no. Vil, 1874, pp. 339-40. 

77 Ibid., no. XVII, 1883, pp. 156-61. 


< 1879 
78 D.C. Gilman, ‘American Education, 1869-1879, in ibid., no. x, 1879 
p. 19. 


; jal Science 
sactions of the Bengal Social Sci 


e Association and the Ninereenth-Century Crisis 4 
Authority (Urbana, Illinois, 1977). 
81 Journal of Social Sci » P. xlvi. >$ 
al Science, Annals, vol. 1, 1890-1» 
83 Abraham Flexner, ‘Is Social Work a Pro 
Conference of Charities and Correction ( 
84 Arthur Mann, Yankee Reformers in 
1954), p. 17, 
85 Bruno, Trends in Social 
86 Sanborn, Dr, S.G. Howe 
87 Sessional Proceedings, 


eal 
fession?’, Proceedings of the Nation 
Chicago, 1915), ; 
the Urban Age (Cambridge, Mass» 
Work, ps Tit 
> P. 291. 
vol. 1, no. 19, 1867, pp. 311-12, 


Social science and educational reform 131 


88 Journal of Social Science, no. 1X, 1878, pp. 12-13. 

89 Ibid., no. x1, 1880, p. vi. 

90 Brian Rodgers, ‘The Social Science Association’; Abrams, Origins of British 

Sociology; Donald G. Macrae, Ideology and Society (London, 1961); Robert 

Pemble, ‘The National Association for the Promotion of Social Science, 

1857-1886: Some Sociological Aspects’, Nottingham University MA thesis, 

1968; Lawrence Ritt, ‘The Victorian Conscience in Action: The National 

Association for the Promotion of Social Science, 1857-1886’, Columbia 

University PhD dissertation, 1959; Yeo, ‘Social Science and Social Change. 

The point is elaborated in Harold Silver, ‘In Search of Social Science’ (essay 

review on Furner and Haskell), History of Education Quarterly, vol. 19, no. 

2, 1979, 

92 Charles Howard Hopkins, The Rise of the Social Gospel in American 
Protestantism 1865-1915 (New Haven, 1950), p. 18. 

93 Mayo, ‘National Aid to Education’, Journal of Social Science, no. XVII, 1883, 
p. 7. 


9 


6 From social science to the social 
sciences: reordering higher 
education 


In Europe and America, mainly from the 1880s, the discrete social 
sciences as we now know them established their autonomy in academic 
and professional arenas, and with new institutional machineries. We 
have seen, in the later history of the social science movements, the roots 
of disintegration of older attempts to see society whole through wide 
lenses and comprehensive strategies. The history of schooling and of 
educational processes such as testing and examinations, the school 
leaving age and the organization of the curriculum, obviously contains 
~ amongst other crucial factors from the end of the nineteenth century 
~ central contributions from the new psychology, the ‘scientific’ study 
of children and of teaching and learning, the ‘application’ of psychology 
to pedagogy, the understanding of children’s cognitive and emotional 
growth, and the construction and phasing of elements of the curri- 
culum. Sociology, slower to establish itself in Britain, was to become by 
the second half of the twentieth century, a rival as major contributor to 
explanations of children’s levels of achievement, as well as a basis on 
which to rest explanations of the roles of education in social differentia- 
tion and mobility, and the Persistence of inequalities, discrimination 
and privilege. ‘Educational foundations’, as a fundamental ingredient in 
educational analysis and teacher education, emerged strongly in the 
second half of the twentieth century as a territory to which these 
modern social sciences made their Separate (though, jt was hoped, 
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played their discrete roles alongside psychology and sociology - all of 
them having established their academic bases and respectability in 
higher education at the end of the nineteenth century and in the early 
decades of the twentieth. Their history is basic to that of higher 
education in the twentieth century, and to that of education generally. 
This reordering of higher education, and its relationship to a variety 
of educational and social processes, is still a neglected area of the history 
of higher education and of relationships between knowledge and its 
professional embodiments, on the one hand, and wider social changes 
and processes on the other hand. There is no social history of the social 
Sciences, and their position in higher education has been viewed largely 
in relation to the history of ideas and ideologues and founding fathers, 
of curriculum content and subject methodologies. As in the last 
chapter, problems in the history of education need to be seen as shared 
with and illuminated by other historical processes. Education rightly 
relates not only to social science and social science organizations, but 
also to the structure of university departments and the management of 
academic learning. The history of American school curricula relates to 
that of expectations of and by the changed pattern of higher education 
in the late nineteenth century, and in turn to the social groups for which 
higher education catered, and the social and economic structures to 
which it contributed and from which pressures were felt. The history of 
school curricula in England relates similarly to elements in and 
surrounding higher education, but ones which were differently ordered 
and differently felt, contained different emphases and had different 
outcomes. The visible differences between schooling in England and 
the United States, therefore, include different statuses of subjects, 
different levels of student choice, different approaches to curriculum 
content, structure and sequence, and different structures of assessment, 
guidance and rewards. Less visible are such areas as differences in 
channels and expectations of accountability. The nature, ee 
availability of higher education, and the changing relationship a the 
whole educational system to the labour market, are major ingre ~ 
Of the history of education at any level. The sioner eget a 
Strengthening of the separate social sciences is a case study 1n 


complexities. 

The social sciences, as we have seen, grew out of ee oe 
disciplines, including, and notably, moral pop ee pre 
fragmentation of the old disciplines, and in a ae political needs, 

28; of koondedge and newly oppressed SOc 
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appeared not only the new ‘academic’ disciplines - scientifically 
conceived and often labelled as science - but also areas of professionally 
related study claiming a legitimate place in the structure of higher 
education. Social administration and social work, for example, entered 
the arena, as - in the United States primarily - did business studies and 
other specialisms related to commercial, industrial or administrative 
life.! Old disciplines like history were transformed.? A substantial part 
of the explanations of changes in the social scientific map of higher 
education lies outside the system and the institutions. The analysis 
must allow for major differences between Britain and the United States, 
especially in the rate and nature of change in higher education - though 
there are some interesting similarities between the new American land 
grant colleges and newly founded universities and the British university 
colleges of the later nineteenth century. 

The concept of a social science was, as we have seen, available 
primarily from the late 1830s, as used by John Stuart Mill - though it 
had been used in either that or a similar form by Jeremy Bentham, 
Robert Owen and the Owenites. In the second half of the century it 
acquired particular connotations and an organizational base on both 
sides of the Atlantic, and in both cases was seen - at least implicitly - as 
1n opposition to the ‘sociology’ of Comte and the Comteans, Spencer 
and the Spencerians. The social science associations did not establish or 
seek to promote a body of theory. The NAPSS in Britain, and the 
ASSA, no doubt derived from Mill and others in the 1850s and 1860s a 
Sree e ria ier a eo 

mulation of data relating to socia 
problems, and to appropriate action to cure them. In this form - 
Pragmatic, philanthropic, reforming - social science stood outside the 


academic traditions of British and American universities - though in a 
number of American cases, 


notably the land grant colle d univer- 
ENE ges and unl 
sities like Cornell - attempts were made to import it amid a range of 


ne i i 
W, practically oriented courses, Any such importation, however, had 


to compete with rival press 
of academic, scholarly val 
pressures focused on t 


towards graduate an arte 

ments and institutions. I; EE 

different wa i i 

sone a the history of the nineteenth-century higher education 

aa one a fundamental and continual conflict. The 
Social science outside the established academic institu- 
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tions therefore made its acceptance, and the acceptance of courses of 
study or professional activities associated with it, the more difficult in 
riage! e en structures. Philip Abrams has expressed the view 
ons i this social science largely prevented the growth of 
ction ed an established discipline in the second half of the 
Uae a and he is probably right both for Britain and the 
ee : ince oe philosophy contained elements of the same 
on rat sia nal and action, Signed in the later decades 
7. Ci i i 
‘science’ presented two oat eli ne eect tad to, oss 
aged P . First, it had to establish 
ientific’ credentials. Second, it had to abandon or to redefine the 
perigee Gg purposes associated both with moral philosophy 
Beh sel isciplines (including even history), and with the social 
higher E a itself. It met major obstacles both inside and outside 
s ation in doing so. 

Riri ie meni social science was widely acceptable as a 
brates : even as a substitute for an explicit theory mainly because it 
ogether groups of activists looking for a common forum, a 

common cause and above all acommon confidence. Society had created, 
tate to solve, an enormous range of problems. The problems 
wreak “is and the irrational responses and behaviour they provoked 
ace, Mis bases of social harmony and progress. The confidence 
bae hi was in the possibility of solutions to visible, tangible 
tobie he search was therefore for closer understandings of the 
PA suitable bases on which to construct solutions. These 

-century reformers felt no need 

es. All around them were 
drunkenness, immorality. 
d it was man’s duty 
; it was the 


to set up elaborate sociological hypothes 
Poverty, slums, crime, disease, illiteracy, 
As they saw it these things were caused by man an! 
to get rid of them ... diagnosis was hardly necessary 
remedies that must be urgently sought.* 

movement brought together 


In Britai 3 : 
Britain, therefore, the social science 
ectors, distinguished 


Brougham and Chadwick, factory and school insp 
gures in the fields of law reform and urban, sanitary and health 
reform, clergymen and campaigners for women’s rights, Charles 
Kingsley and Lyon Playfair. In the United States it brought in similar 
8toups, but reached out more successfully to higher education, 
including to university presidents like Andrew White and Daniel Coit 


Gilman. The movements shared assumptions about social consensus, 
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progress and the inductive road to truth. By the 1880s and 1890s the 
assumptions and the strategies were being challenged by new versions 
of ‘science’, in a period when the academic and social respectability of a 
discipline was becoming increasingly dependent on the label. From the 
1880s, we see the appearance of strong emphases on such new labels, 
either for old subjects or for new ones - 
political science, 
of the mind, ling 


including economic science, 
historical science or the science of history, the science 
uistic science, and the rest. Men like Graham Wallas in 
Britain were pursuing a new science of politics. In 1885 Sir John 
Seeley announced to his Cambridge students that what had previously 
been the Political Philosophy on which he lectured was henceforward to 
be called Political Science.6 Seeley assumed that ‘the materials of social 
and physical science were identical in that they consisted in a mass of 
unchanging facts in no way influenced by those who investigated them - 
He was engaged in studying political phenomena ‘scientifically’, 
producing a ‘scientific’ history.’ When the Sociological Society was 
created in London in 1904 it received and debated a paper from 
Durkheim, the Summary of which that was read to the members began: 


: 3 ; Ra : 
The prime Postulate of a science of Society is the inclusion of human 
phenomena within the uni 


deri d was Tecognizably scientific. The internal 
ordering and development of that knowledge are obviously critically 
important to its history, but the emergence of the social science 
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Economics and Liverpool Universities.” The ASSA not only spawned 
specialist groups from the 1880s which became specialist organizations 
of economists and historians, for example; it also produced groups and 
organizations devoted to specialist forms of social action - from the 
1860s - in fields such as ‘prison science’ and ‘charities and correction’ 
(the National Conference of Charities and Correction retained that title 
from its inception in 1874 until it became the National Conference of 
Social Work in 1917). The pressures for the fragmentation of the 
university and college curriculum therefore came from many directions, 
inside and outside, including organizations which rested in some way 
on a basis of academic expertise and carried their battles into the 
established institutions or sought to create new ones. Church, Haskell 
and Furner have documented some aspects of these complex changes 
for the United States, outstandingly for economics,” and it is clear that 
the story of the social sciences in general cannot be told by reference 
solely or even predominantly to the institutions themselves. Reba Soffer 
has underlined the role of Alfred Marshall, for example, in trans- 
forming British economics from a ‘science of wealth’ to a ‘science of 


welfare’, but she has also underlined the context and the motivation: 


In 1903 Marshall was pleased to report to the Royal Commission on 
the Aged Poor that the ‘best educated and most intelligent minds in 
England, the students at Oxford and Cambridge,’ were becoming 
informed social reformers. Marshall’s ambitions for university 
students were fulfilled to remarkable degrees. Unprecedented 
numbers of economists, statesmen, civil servants, educators, and 
writers went forth from the universities to attack social problems 
vigorously and successfully. University-trained specialists replaced 
their amateur predecessors in finance, government, and journalism 


with an authority that was rarely challenged." 


The notions of ‘informed’, ‘trained’ specialists with ‘authority’ are what 
differentiate such a picture from that of the membership of the NAPSS. 
The explanations of the new university-based curricula and definitions 
do not lie simply in outside penetration of the system, or the motives 
and reforms of individuals within it. They lie also in changing inter- 
Pretations of social problems and phenomena, changing attitudes 
towards solutions and towards responsibility for solutions, changing 
views of the role of the state and of the management of social conflict 
and consensus. The creation of the London School of Economics and 
Social Science, and the stress it laid on training in the methods of social 
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investigation, cannot be explained without reference to such wider 
changes, as well as to other more directly related questions of social 
theory, policy and analysis. The transformation of psychology, for 
example by William James, cannot be separated from wider debates 
about reason and its application to human affairs, from the relationship 
between reform and people’s ability to understand their own motives 
and behaviour.!? 

Why economics or psychology emerged from moral philosophy, why 
social science abandoned the field to the social sciences, why social work 
entered the university arena - these are questions which reach into all 
corners of social and political experience. If the non-university base and 
Structure of social science is an important preliminary to the new 
definitions of the 1880s and 1890s, so also, for example, is the changing 
professional context in which they emerged. Burton Bledstein’s 


argument is that the expanding American middle classes in the late 
nineteenth century usi 


solidify their power, 
their confusion, 
forms taken by t 
political power, 
ment of forms 


and specialism xtensive historical 


vette Ncipient academic groups, departments, 
associations in the new Social sciences can be interpreted in terms of the 


om the learned society, a process 
histedt, and Oleson and Brown 
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analytical pamphlet and the campaigning leaflet; the concern to 
influence policy; the preoccupation with training and with the institu- 
tions where the training was to take place; the actual or metaphorical 
badges of the profession; the identifiable signs of belonging and the 
continuing negotiation over rights of membership amongst those who 
belong, and between them and those who seek to belong; and ultimately 
the concern with collective bargaining and self-defence, with the 
ambiguities of relating to working-class trade unionism or of distancing 
the organization from it. The American Economic and Historical 
Associations carried into the universities the search for all these 
accoutrements of professionalism, and extended them into the establish- 
ment of learned journals, specialist libraries, and styles of work - along 
lines that A. E. Bestor has described.'® When James Bryce gave the 
introductory address to the new Sociological Society in 1904, he 
summarized the purposes of the new body as being primarily to bring 
together ‘many incipient branches of social study’ important to a socio- 
logical society; to establish close relations amongst cognate societies and 
associations already working along parallel lines; to break down the 
isolation of workers in such fields and help specialists to ‘meet and 
compare notes more often’; to foster ‘the development of the theoretical 
Side of systematic inquiry into the sciences connected with human 
Progress’; to accomplish certain immediate and practical objectives - 
including ‘better provision for the teaching of the theory of all branches 
of social inquiry than exists in our universities or other educational 
institutions’, the establishment of chairs, and the provision of libraries 
better equipped for sociological research. All of these elements are 
Classic indicators of the moment of professionalization. It is important 
in this connection that Bryce rounded off all of these imperatives for a 
new body with a strong statement about the ‘scientific’ climate whic! 


made them necessary: 


Finally, let me refer to what in the largest sense may be said to be the 


general aim of the Society. It has become a commonplace to say = 
the great change - the greatest of all changes perhaps - ne aire 
Over the world during the last 150 years has come not only ed 
material developments arising out of the progress of the a al 
Sciences, but even more from the effect these sciences cio a 
Upon the minds of men, and upon the investigation oO! all o 

Subjects. The very idea of science . - - has now become os 
Potent and so universally disseminated as to mark an import g 
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in the development of the human mind ... All the human sciences, 
from history and ethics downwards, have not yet been brought as 
fully within the grasp of this idea as ought to be the case. Therefore, a 
sociological society has a great and useful task before it in 


endeavouring to interpenetrate every department of human investiga- 
tion with the scientific idea. !° 


The coupled notions of science and profession are important pointers to 
the nature of the historical process with which we are here concerned. 

It would not, of course, be true to suggest that these were pressures 
purely external to the universities, and not taking shape there before the 
new specialisms appeared in the outer world. It is clear that the new 
associations appeared in the United States, for example, because there 
was a multi-purpose base on which they had been operating and which 
produced dissatisfaction and rivalries. It was also, however, because the 
problems to which the new groupings began to address themselves 
related to new channels of activity, new expectations and pressures, and 
obstacles within the existing curricula and structures of higher educa- 
tion. If the ASSA did not and could not respond adequately to new 
demands and expectations, the colleges and universities could be seen to 
be already engaged in versions of the same conflict. The nineteenth- 


century university controversies about the nature of a liberal education, 
about the position of technolo: 
education, 


electives, 
the same 


he last two decades of the 
semi-legislative or sem1- 
piecemeal problems, and 
and the social order with 
with qualified manpower, with people 
: — f; 4 

Prepared academically (‘scient fically’) to contribute to increasingly 
omic and social planning and policy 
nger that society needed well-informed 
s and empires) needed rofes- 

sional ass j wees ed expert, p 
mal assistance in establishing and Sustaining the economic and social 
establish and sustain rhein con eon aed to mounting pressure tO 
ustain their own professional? organizations, training 
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requirements and public signals of their qualification and authority to 
advise, to decide, to manage, to produce objective (‘scientific’) informa- 
tion, advice and decisions. David Noble has pointed out in the case of 
engineering, however, that it is wrong to see the specialist as in the grip 
of industrial and economic forces. They themselves had positive, 
decision-making capacities, often thrusting their specialisms and 
requirements into the consciousness of universities and colleges, in 
their attempts to tame technology for a social order which they helped 
to design, and for which they recruited the university curriculum.” A 
similar interrelationship can be pursued between higher education and 
the worlds inhabited by the potentially self-contained groups of social 
Scientists. 

A number of overlapping considerations have now begun to come 
together. First, the attempted transition from what Smelser - discussing 
the changing position of the social sciences in the college curriculum - 
describes as a transition from normative moral and political philosophy 
to more cognitive science (‘attempted’, because Smelser’s picture 
underestimates the degree of moral or normative content in the new 
‘cognitive’ or scientifically based disciplines). Secondly, the changing 
Organizational base. Thirdly, the emergence of professional definitions 
directly related to the growing need for authoritative, expert analysis 
and advice. Fourthly, the changing structures and conflicts inside 
higher education. 

At the back of all of those elemen l 
underlying responsiveness of higher education institutions and social 
scientists old and new to the challenges of social and political change. In 
Particular, there is their awareness of social tension, conflict, violence, 
the irrational, There is the complex motivation discussed in the last 
chapter which points towards reform, social reorganization to conserve 
the social order or to change it marginally or fundamentally. The new 
Social scientists of the late nineteenth century were, in Soffer’s words, 
‘liberals who believed that informed reason and goodwill could 
Overcome even the most intractable obstacles to social justice’.?! The 
history of the curriculum cannot be written in terms of direct correla- 
tions between higher education and economic and political realities ~ 
though there are obviously important moments of such direct and 
Observable interaction.” Nevertheless, the challenges and the threats 
and the pressures do form part of the consciousness and the policy- 
Making processes of higher education, as of any other process or 
institution. Curriculum change in higher education has often been the 


ts there is also, of course, the 
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product of such sensitivities, including existing or amor dae ees 
tion from other institutions - as was the case in both ca acre 
United States from the 1880s. In the United States the main fea aaa 
higher education in the period between 1870 and the beginning A $ 
twentieth century constituted what Laurence Veysey portrays tien 
academic revolution: ‘the American university of 1900 ee ie 
unrecognizable in comparison with the college of 1860. Ju ie 
almost any index, the very nature of the higher learning in the i 
States has been transformed.’ The social and curricular cine 
intended to be produced by the Morrill Act and the creation of the a 

grant colleges from the early 1860s gathered momentum in the E 
and 1880s and made their real impact in the 1890s. Also from t # 
1870s, the creation of universities with newly conceived a 
notably Johns Hopkins and Cornell - had their main effect later in t i 
century. The lessons or adaptations of the experience of Gana 
scholarship took new shapes in the changing urban, industrial Fo 
commercial landscapes of the last two decades of the century (and oe 
gone far enough by the First World War to provoke the imperial wrat 

of Thorstein Veblen),24 American government, industry, naman 
were no longer the same in the end-of-century period of reform, socia 

efficiency and the corporate state. The proliferation of universi 
departments was a response at several removes. The denominationa 

college had been thrust into new responses in order to survive. The new 
social science departments did not just appear by a process of fission 
ftom older ones under the impact of the extension of knowledge» 
important though this was. The new academic frontiers within the 
Social sciences in higher education have also to be explained by 
Struggles to achieve new legitimacies, which in turn were aimed to serve 


new needs. i 
The features we have so far underlined need to be extended, but it 15 
Possible h 


eit describes the period 1880-1900 in the United 
States as the ‘pion 
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required for classification as a ‘profession’ - including the possession of 
an adequate intellectual base, having a relationship with knowledge that 
could be learned, and having both altruistic and practical features. On 
this basis Flexner excluded pharmacy, business and social work from 
his definition of ‘professional’ .*° Social work, however, had developed 
in parallel with or as the child of, the earlier social science. If it was not 
Seen as ‘professional’, this was in large measure because it had been 
fostered as a possible career for women, including the kind of women 
who had debated at the NAPSS in Britain, and had helped to organize 
regional and local organizations of the ASSA in the 1860s and 1870s. 
They were women who in Britain were typified by Octavia Hill and the 
women of the Charity Organization Society, and in America by those of 
the National Conference of Charities and Correction. The problem of 
‘professional status’ was to a considerable extent one of the changing 
status of women and their move from charitable action to employed 
social work - an issue which Flexner did not confront. 

In moving into the fringes of higher education, therefore, social work 
and its close relations influenced and strengthened the move of the 
academic social sciences towards academic, departmental purity, and 
away from the overt charitable impulse, the atheoretical basis, the low- 
Status, prehistorical identity they associated with the old social science 
and the new activities which were its legatees. The social sciences wished 
to be free of the associations with the past, and to be seen to be separate 
from the service, applied company that began to join them on university 
campuses, Separateness was necessary for status, survival and advance. 

The last element to be underlined, one which has been mentioned at a 
number of points, was the arrival of sociology, and its attempts at the 
beginning of the twentieth century to find its base in the theories and 
models provided especially by the new biological science. If sociology 
Was establishing itself in the universities and on the printing presses of 
the 1890s, it was in the first decade of the twentieth century that the 
British and American sociological societies were created. The early 
Papers of the British organization are full of discussions of eugenics and 
topics such as ‘the biological foundations of sociology’. An American 
Professor of philosophy came to the Sociological Society in 1906 to 
‘give some idea of the difficulties which have been encountered in the 
United States, under its peculiar set of conditions, in advancing the 
Subject to its due place amongst the others of the curriculum yes The 
Problem was at heart one of academic balkanization. Sociology, in 
attempting to define its place in the academic sun, provoked the 
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resentments of the other, already established disciplines, including 
economics, history, political science and social psychology. The 
departmental frontiers were therefore guarded ever more heavily, and 
sociology had to win its institutional freedom from economics or 
philosophy almost as soon as these had recovered from their own battles 
to free themselves from moral philosophy or moral science - or they had 
to penetrate the curriculum from outside. The myriad subdivisions of 
sociology or history were to follow the same sort of path in later decades 
of the twentieth century. None of the newly triumphant social sciences 
of the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries found their new 
autonomy to be free from internal conflict and controversy, but this was 
to be particularly true of sociology. It was not long, in the Sociological 
Society, before H. G. Wells was denying that sociology was a science 
and was, if anything, the pursuit of utopia.” A month earlier Beatrice 
Webb had begun a paper on ‘Methods of investigation’ as follows: 


What we have to do in social science is to apply the scientific method 
to the facts of social life. There is only one scientific method - that 
used in physical science... the application of that method is 4 
technical matter... And so in the case of sociology, which is the 


science of men in combination, the application of scientific method 
needs the use of certain technical instruments.”? 


For Sidney and Beatrice Webb, in Donald 
was a perfect card index of all unique social facts’ (he goes on tO 
describe this as ‘barren philistinism’).?° There were to be different ways 


of interpreting Bryce’s appeal for ‘the development of the theoretical 
side of systematic inquiry’! 


MacRae’s words, ‘sociology 


The American sociology of the turn of the century drew on different 
Sources and produced its own varieties and conflicts, but it is interesting 
that in reporting the emergent discipline to his London audience, the 
American professor suggested that his country was ‘open to sociology in 
a way in which it is impossible to be open in this country’. America was 

Continually confronted by sociological literature’ because of its 
demographic and urban realities: the varieties of immigrants, the 
growth in population, the ‘rush to the cities’, the race questions in the 
south, the pioneer life, the ‘American character’.»! In many ways these 
issues - and the parallel catalogue of British nineteenth-century 


ification for the creation of the NAPSS and the 
ASSA in the 1850s and 1860s. What was new, and what the professo! 
did not mention, was the changed way of perceiving the problems, and 
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above all the changed ways of considering the management of possible 
solutions. The history of why Britain or America was at any point ‘open 
to’ one of the new social sciences has to approach its witnesses with 
some care. The vocabulary of the social sciences, of higher education 
and its curriculum, and the language of their debates, needs to be 
approached with caution. 

In spite of the differences between the two countries, therefore, there 
are important historical features of the position of the social sciences in 
higher education that can benefit from an overlapping analysis. The 
role of the expansion of knowledge, and of perceptions of its importance, 
are crucial elements in both historical analyses. In both cases we find 
the social sciences defining and defending themselves against esta- 
blished organizational, intellectual and social definitions. They found 
their theory and practices in situations heavily influenced by changes in 
the operation of the economy, of government, of the state, of profes- 
sional groups and organizations. In putting up the flags and mounting 
the defences round their new departments, organizations, conferences, 
journals and the like, the new social scientists were doing more than 
follow a logic imposed by changes in the structure of knowledge of 
higher education. The transition from social science to the social 
sciences has also to do with the economic and political, social and 
intellectual processes which we have discussed and which would form 
the elements of the sustained social history of these aspects of 
knowledge and of higher education that is lacking.” i d 

What is most needed in this area of educational and social history 1s 
an escape from the history of intellectual pedigrees, from house 
histories, from common-sense assumptions about the nature of and 
reasons for institutional and curricular change. The story needs to 
include more searching investigations of the professional pressures, the 
relationship between higher education and emergent categories of 
employment, the tension between liberal and emergent socialist 
Solutions, the nature of the conflicts with the rearguard and against 
Options that were unsuccessful or lost. It is in this sense that the 
necessary social history of these disciplines in this period becomes a 
Case study of historical weaknesses and possibilities. It also offers an 
important glimpse of the late nineteenth-century roots of some 
twentieth-century educational developments. The establishment of the 
Social sciences, their definitions and frontiers, their territorial ambitions 
and relationships with training, public policy and the power structures 
Of education, are as central to the history of educational systems and 
ideas as are more familiar institutions in the historical landscape. 
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Part Two 


Twentieth-century studies 


7 The liberal and the vocational 


In the early decades of this century there were many commentators 
‘the antithesis between a 


who, like A.N. Whitehead, believed that 

technical and a liberal education is fallacious’.' In 1919, two years after 
Whitehead published the remark, the Adult Education Committee of 
the Ministry of Reconstruction published a report in which it discussed 
at length the relationship between ‘Technical Education and Humane 
Studies’, In it, the committee favoured establishing a division between 
technical and vocational instruction on the one hand, and non- 
vocational and humane studies on the other, thinking the distinction a 
useful one - ‘more especially because the distinction is one which exists 
in the popular mind and has taken root in practice’.? Historical 
discussion of the various concepts and distinctions involved here has 
tended to focus on those points in the nineteenth century when they 
Were most sharply thrust into public debate. There is a considerable 
literature tracing the fortunes of the concept of liberal education from 
Aristotle to Matthew Arnold, Cardinal Newman and the disputes over 
science and technology in the last decades of the nineteenth century. 
What has not interested historians is the way in which the ‘fallacious’ 
antithesis was projected through the twentieth century, and the forms 
in which it persisted in ‘the popular mind’. The arguments surrounding 
the views of an Arnold or a Huxley do, of course, reflect the ‘popular 
Mind’ in some way, and they are not merely the pinnacles of debate. 
Historical accounts have often, however, treated them as such, and the 
sources tend to remain Newman’s The Idea of a University, J.S. Mill’s 
inaugural address at the University of St Andrews, Arnold’s Culture 
and Anarchy and the essays of T.H. Huxley. Historians of education 
have ranged more widely, to the reports of the Clarendon and Taunton 
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commissions, and sources relating particularly to the sspears 
processes of Oxford and Cambridge, but the popular sourees hee 
support for the liberal-vocational antithesis have not been exp A i 
The attitudes of students, employers, politicians, the press and othe 
have been more assumed than investigated. 
Social scientists are used to analysing the situation, reactions, 
attitudes of clients, tenants, recipients, voters, victims. The literature of 
the sociology of housing or social work, the social services or prisons, 
grapples with the problems of taking account of the perceptions of those 
‘to whom it is done’. A range of methodologies and theories have 
surfaced and transformed the disciplines, precisely as a result of 
attempts to solve the problem. Sociologists of education have in general 
avoided the ground. Exceptions are important, and Paul Willis’s 
Learning to Labour would be one. But the educational literature of the 
client and the victim has been mainly of a different order, less 
‘academic’, more ‘literary’ or campaigning, proclaiming death at an 
early age, children born to fail, kids oppressed. If social scientists have 
on the whole avoided entanglement with the beneficiaries of education, 
historians have the more so. Historians of social work and penitentiaries 
and asylums have felt impelled towards the ‘victims’, even if the 
histories have eventually said more about the historians’ theories of 
social control than about the victims. Historians of schools or colleges 
or early childhood education or the curriculum have made little effort to 
see the story from below. Much brouhaha is, of course, evident in the 
field of oral history, and historians of the more recent past have been 
able to pursue ‘victims? of many kinds. Life is less easy for the historian 
of ancient Athens or Carolingian Europe or colonial America or 


Regency England - though there have been historians who have been 
teaching us how. 


Participant’s view, as distinct from 
perceived or measured behaviour, All the main vocabulary and 


structure of analysis in the history of education and related processes 
have been defined from the top, and the most persistent controversies 
have been sustained by interpretation and reinterpretation of definitions 
from the top. Of nothing in education has this been more true than the 
continuing debate about a ‘liberal’ or ‘general’ or Fumane educado 
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and its opposites. The intention here is to suggest a framework for such 
an approach to this important element in the history of education in the 
early decades of the twentieth century, when the vocabulary of the 
debate was still fluid, and interesting areas of definition and decision 
were opening up. The most critical period in Britain for the fate of the 
concepts of liberal and vocational or technical, in relation to schooling, 
was probably the 1920s, and a clarification of the issues involved in and 
around the 1920s is necessary for an understanding of the debates about 
the curriculum, about school and work, about education and the 
economy, which developed later in the century ~ outstandingly in the 
late 1970s. 

The distinctions involved in these concepts have bedevilled twentieth- 
century discussions of every level and type of education, and every 
Strategy of planning and reform, but attempts to clarify the meanings of 
the vocational and the liberal, and their roles in educational practice, 
have been left mainly to philosophers. These distinctions have later in 
the century become central features of policy discussion, especially as - 
in the late 1970s and early 1980s - the Department of Education and 
Science and others attempted to define with increasing urgency the 
‘core curriculum’ and the responses of the educational system to 
€conomic pressures. A study of the vocational -liberal distinctions and 
efforts to establish or dispose of them, levels of disagreement about 
meanings and their relation to debates about social and political change, 
about childhood and adolescence, about moral values, indicates how 
Breat is the unexplored historical gap between nineteenth-century 
analyses and the agonies of the late twentieth century. The directions of 
attention that. would need to be followed to explore the early twentieth- 
century genesis or refashioning of later concerns have not proved 
attractive ground partly because it would be necessary more than 
anything to explain the distinction “which exists in the popular mind 
and had ‘taken root in practice’. What happened to the concepts in the 
developing system and practice of the early decades of this century 
Cannot easily be reached by reference to the writings of some Matthew 
Arnold, or to a neat and widely acceptable version of nineteenth-century 
Social class, or a concern with easily presentable narratives 2 
‘Progressive education’, or the growth of subjects or the classification © 


institutions. ‘ 

In the next chapter we shall be tracing some, mainly later, seas 
Century attitudes to higher education in Britain. That study, like any 
Study of educational opinion, involves assumptions, dichotomies, 
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popular and expert understandings, which present apparent co 
and fundamental uncertainties. We cannot here trace those comp! ne 
at all levels across the century, but we can take soundings in the pA 

particularly after the First World War. Important contexts had alreac 7 
been established. Relationships between education and the industria 
and economic fortunes of the country had already been under scrutiny 
for several decades as a result of increasingly successful economic 
competition from the United States and Europe. Apprenticeship and 
industrial training had become matters of concern as comparisons were 
made with more systematic educational structures elsewhere. As the 
labour market changed and juvenile employment declined, the moral, 
social and intellectual health of the adolescent had become a matter of 
mounting public concern, and the prolongation of school life of 
increasing urgency. The structures of schooling, the nature and accessi- 
bility of secondary education, the content of the curriculum, the 
‘relevance’ of subjects, alternative job-related schools for the ‘non- 
academic’ adolescent, had become pre-war concerns that were intensi- 
fied in wartime conditions. The family, Christian values, social 
stability, were as threatened by prospects of juvenile unemployment 
and delinquency, loss of parental authority and of traditional patterns of 
church-going, as by war itself. Discussions about the content and 


structures of education had already become deeply enmeshed with 
concerns about economic and industrial, 


^ 1 
demographic and mora 
transformations. 


An important ingredient of these changes had been the persistent 
attempts, particularly in the last three decades of the nineteenth 
century, to respond to international and domestic pressures towards 
scientific and technical education. However slow and inadequate the 
developments have seemed with hindsight, and to many contemporary 
commentators in the late nineteenth century, changes in the elementary 
and secondary, further and higher, structures had made significant 
inroads into previous consciousness and practice. In 1900 Her Majesty § 
Chief Inspectors of Schools, for example, were commenting that 
‘nothing in English education is more remarkable than the manner 1n 
which special institutes for the Purposes of science, art, and technical 
work have sprung up all over the country during the past twenty years > 
and that the ‘school of science’ scheme had ‘proved itself adaptable t0 
very varied types of schools - technical schools, grammar schools, rural 
agricultural schools, board schools and girls’ schools’. Detailed; 
confident and optimistic accounts were being made by the inspectorate 
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zo e ne developments, despite the weaknesses they were 
RE A sedis relationships with employers, and especially 
awe aad oe wis the inspectors are not concerned about the battle 
Brie a a non-vocational; their assumption is that technical, 
tails > a craft needs have to be met, and that one expedient is 
see: bedi as any other to achieve the desired end. There is a 
beable panes of an openness to change, an indistinguishable 
oda eve opment within existing institutions and in newly 
ie ire Ao gle institutions. The only underlying policy pressure 
abies n Vesa elementary education on to which technical 
sais ies e built. A major component of these developments had 
woth in er grade schools, in which - out of an elementary, not a 
‘pees SY tradition = experimental curricula based on technical, 
ates Ye | applied subjects had been constructed. Historians have 
Raa interpreting the role of Robert Morant and the 1904 
shodl SE preventing the emergence of an ‘alternative’ secondary 
AREH pias but there is no doubt that many contemporaries saw 
Sieeriunte z secondary education that triumphed in the 1900s as an 
ee 1 Age Spens Report on Secondary Education, in 1938, 
sane this historical judgement in no uncertain terms, even 
ng the passage: 

ee defect in the new Regulations for Secondary Schools 

boca 2 is that they failed to take note of the comparatively rich 

tis mare secondary curricula ofa practical and quasi-vocational 

read a had been evolved in the Higher Grade Schools, the 

Resi ase Science Schools and the Technical Day Schools. The new 

Sa ations were based wholly on the tradition of the Grammar 

ols and the Public Schools. 


T 
ii Report went on add a crucial general comme: 
ons of the 1904 decisions: 


ntary on the implica- 


ducation which underlies these Regulations 


was di i ; = ‘ ; 
ae divorced from the idea of technical or quasi-technical education 
3 ough in reality much of the education described as ‘liberal’ or 
general’ was itself vocational education for the ‘liberal’ professions.” 


the concept of a general e! 


century and the judgements of 1938 
des had hardened and concepts had 
d, however, is that the contro- 
‘quasi-vocational’ and ‘liberal’ 


os those first few years of the 
spine saree of later decades attitue 
ts ed. What has not been notice 

s around the issues of ‘practical’, 
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education and the 1904 Regulations were not the end of debate, but one 
of the first signals of a sustained and confused battle. = 

One of the contexts for the controversies was the emergent miss 
of technical education in the period after the 1902 Act, and particular! 7 
the search for new, post-primary or alternative secondary porate 
schooling. It is a common feature of British educational history oa 
problems of this kind result in new institutions. Existing instituti > 
either fail to adapt or adapt slowly and inadequately, and the creation s 
new, lower-status institutions protects and even enhances the atarua A 
the existing structures (examples would include the ‘purification oft 
grammar schools when the monitorial schools were created in the 
early nineteenth century, and the protection of existing w 
values by the creation of new institutions in the second half of t 
nineteenth century and in the late 1960s, including both generaron a 
‘polytechnics’). The establishment of junior technical schools in the 
early twentieth century was one such mechanism, diverting pressures 
for practical, vocational and job-related forms of schooling away from 
the grammar schools as defined in the period 1902-4. Eighty-six junior 
technical schools were in operation in 1922-3, and by 1938 there were 
224, offering courses in building and engineering, art and commerce, 
and a range of other practical courses.‘ They were seen as an alternative 
to the grammar school for elementary - that is, predominantly working- 
class - pupils, and the Spens Report, for example, discussed them as 
such, suggesting policies for elevating them in status (to technical high 
schools), taking their pupils at eleven instead of their existing common 
entry age of thirteen.” John Graves, discussing these schools in 1943 
described their handicap - the best brains being creamed off to the 
grammar school, and the ‘greater social prestige’ being attached to the 
latter.* 

Previous failures to reconcile strong new pressures for structural and 
curriculum change with existing values and practices led to a con- 
tinuous search in the 1920s and 1930s for institutions, ‘sides’ and 
courses which would provide discrete responses. The view most 
commonly expressed in the early decades of the century was that 
technical education was end-on to an initial general education, though 
there were disputes about whether this meant that it followed 0? 
‘elementary’ or ‘secondary’ education. Since it was widely agreed that 


technical education or instruction was not yet - in the words of the 
Newbolt Committee on The Teaching of English in England - ‘rightly 
“education” at all’, 


> it was best postponed until the general education 
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groundwork had been completed. What was at stake, therefore, was the 
structure of the educational system itself, the whole debate about access 
to secondary education which pervaded the period between the wars. 
Technical education, suggested the Ministry of Reconstruction Adult 
Education Committee in 1919, was ‘based upon inadequate founda- 
wes It is built upon elementary education; it should be built, in our 

Pinion, upon secondary education.’'’ The question, then, was one of 
access, of definition and of length of school life. Attitudes to the 
technical and the vocational related to attitudes about the total 
educational system. At what age, and for which children, was there a 
dividing line between the general and the specialized? The argument 
for delayed attention to the vocational was perhaps most strongly 
by those who had resented the emergence of higher grade 

ols or other forms of science-based or practical schooling: 


possibility of producing a 


Few educationists to-day believe in the 
ruction ... 


wide and catholic mind by means of specialised school inst 
While few enlightened teachers would advocate for pupils under 
Sixteen a merely mathematical or scientific or linguistic training, in 
practice this tendency is often seen. The State itself some years ago 
encouraged this tendency, and by its large grants to the Organised 
Science Schools handicapped to a disastrous degree the literary and 
linguistic curriculum. Its repentance is, however, thorough" 


The estimate of ‘few’ may be misleading in both connections, but the 
arguments for a school system in which ‘specialised school instruction’ 
Was either discrete or delayed were powerfully advocated. Antagonism 
to a science-based alternative to the traditional curriculum, expressed 
here in 1922, continued to be strong and vocal. In the following year it 
found further expression in a Board of Education consultative 


Committee report on curricula for boys and girls: ‘A considerable 
ols, taken over 


ee of the Higher Grade or Higher Elementary Scho 
ed local education authorities from school boards as secondary schools, 
ad become so dominated by Natural Science as to imperil the wider 


ci : : i 
Onception of a liberal education. '? 

DE outcome, therefore, was the widesprea' 
of institution to meet diversity of need and of talents, 


acceptance was to be found in all areas of opinion. A typical and lucid 
ginative approaches to voca- 


Statement by a supporter of new and imaginat y 
tional education, of combating the ‘wordy spirit of the pedagogue and 


d acceptance of diversity 
and such 
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desk routines, and of bringing the ‘spirit of the workshop’ into the 
schools, proposed that: 


The diversity of practical aims can roughly be met by organizing the 
following types of school: 


1. Primary artisan schools for pupils entering the unskilled and 
skilled manual occupations. 


2. Primary schools with a commercial bias for pupils who will 
become clerks or small traders. 
3. Secondary schools having three sides: 
(a) A commercial side for pupils desiring to enter commercial life. 
(b) A technical or industrial side for pupils desiring to enter 
industry. 


(c) A side preparatory to the university for those desiring to enter 
professional life.'> 


Some such attempt to divide pupils by school or ‘side’ is common in 
educational policy formulations throughout the late nineteenth century 
and twentieth century. It was present in the discussion of secondary 
education by the Taunton Commission in the 1860s, and was most 
vigorously expounded by the Norwood Committee on Curriculum and 
Examinations in Secondary Schools, which in 1943 detected three kinds 
of children to match its proposed tripartite structure of secondary 
education. Even R.H. Tawney’s policy document for the Labour Party 
in 1922, Secondary Education for All, is cautious and ambiguous about 
alternatives to the existing grammar schools. In a discussion of central 
schools, defined by the London County Council as ‘providing for 
certain specially selected boys and girls from the age of eleven upwards 
a four years’ general course of instruction with a definite commercial of 
industrial bias’, Tawney rejects not the idea of different kinds of school 
but the interpretation of central schools as sub-standard and inferior.’ 
In Britain, as in the United States, controversies around the curriculum 
therefore reflected deeper concerns about educational provision in 
general.!° Technical education was a point of entry to debates about 
social class differentiation in the educational system. 

The importation of the ‘spirit of the workshop’ into the school, 


pressures for vocational developments in the curriculum - especially, 
but not solely, for working-class children - were a response, amongst 
other things, to changes in industry and employment. Traditional 


forms of apprenticeship were being modified or abandoned amidst 
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mire ese conditions and the awareness of new needs for skill 
aac 3 n erlying some of the calls for vocational preparation in 
tn ke : nostalgic search for a substitute for craft-based apprentice- 
Ped poate e romantically conceived wholeness of the workshop. 
pinta a sg aware of the impact and implications of changes in 
hee T i ane of modern views on education’ at the time 
maaan en E ar complained that vocational courses were only 
CPR pp. mg a need which had become “increasingly marked of 
ieee. g to ; e very general abandonment of the apprenticeship 
ates y emp oyers’. It called for the matter to be approached ‘more 
Lost Srs the advantages of a broad, liberal education did not 
JJ. eased much if a boy could not afterwards earn bread and cheese." 

y, in a book on the foundations of education, argued strongly 


in i 
1927 for an enlightened approach to technical education for the 


evi: pean the ages of twelve and eighteen. Defending the propo- 
eA 7 the charge of seeking to make workmen more efficient and 
oa > i advocated a form of technical education | which would 
iod o the needs of ‘the rational mind, the aesthetic mind’. The 
ern educator needed to revive the principle of apprenticeship, in 
new forms: 
than a wage-earner; his master 
es of his craft ... The things to 
longer be taught by the master 
have not changed: all young 


The apprentice was a learner rather 
undertook to acquaint him with all sid 
be learnt are different and they can no 
alone, but the cardinal impulses of youth 
ciel ae the most unskilled as well as the finest minds, need both the 
aie control of an apprentice system and the intellectual and 

etic culture which characterized the old apprentice systems in 
the heyday of their prosperity.” 


Pr š 5 m 
Ogressive educators were looking for ways of adapting structures and 


Curricula to achieve such an end. 
Pee relationship between curriculum and employment raised 
bes To How specific, for example, could a vocational, school course 
Pai e answer to this question was explored most influentially in T. 
ey Nunn’s Education: Its Data and First Principles, first published in 
920, constantly reprinted, and the most read and representative text of 
the progressive education movement between the wars. Nunn’s view 
Was that there was an acceptable and an unacceptable linkage between 
Vocational training and employment. Basing his arguments on what he 
Saw as ‘purely educational grounds’ (rejecting the claim that behind 
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vocational education was the ‘hand of the exploiting employer’) Nunn 
chose two sets of possible employment. The first included, for boys, 
that of policeman and tram-conductor, and for girls, cardboard box- 
making. It was ‘useless’ and ‘wrong’ for schools to train for such 
occupations. It was different with the second set of employments - 
naval officer, mariner, engineer, cabinet-maker, builder, farmer - 
because these latter occupations met ‘no trivial or transient needs. They 
have behind them a dignified history and a distinctive moral tradition 
... They have . . . given scope to noble intellects and splendid practical 
powers.’'’ Eighteen years later, with Nunn as a co-opted member of its 
curriculum sub-committee, the Spens Committee drafted a chapter on 
the curriculum for which Nunn contributed a memorandum on prin- 
ciples. This chapter repeats Nunn’s 1920 vocabulary of ‘no trivial or 
transient needs’, and lists four of Nunn’s previous examples of occupa- 
tions which gave scope, in the Spens version, for ‘originating minds and 
great practical powers’.!9 At this level of discussion the issue was not sO 
much what was vocational, as the values and traditions on which accept- 
able versions of the vocational could be constructed. If the vocational 
Was not to point towards such trivial and transient occupations as the 
police, the justifications for vocational content in curricula had to be 
wide, almost ‘liberal’, 


The most widespread form in which ‘the vocational’ was translated 
into acceptable school Practice was as 
directly related to employment, as ‘pre-vocational’.*” The Hadow 
Committee insisted repeatedly in its report on The Education of the 
Adolescent that it was in favour of a ‘practical bias’ in the curriculum of 
modern schools and senior classes, an emphasis on the ‘practical aspects 
of certain subjects without involving work in the technicalities of any 
one specific trade or Occupation’. Courses of instruction in the last two 
years of post-primary schools should ‘not be vocational’, but the 
treatment of subjects such as history, geography, elementary mathe- 
matics and a modern language ‘should be “practical” in the broadest 
sense, and directly and obviously brought into relation with the facts of 
every day experience’.” The Board of Education’s Handbook of 
Suggestions for teachers in elementary schools suggested in its 1927 
edition that handwork was of value for people with ‘little power af 
abstract thought’, and for children in particular could ‘add reality t° 
almost every subject of the curriculum’ .”? Handicraft had by the 1920s 
established itself in elementary schools ‘as the result partly of the theory 
that up to the age of adolescence the instincts of children incline to the 


‘the practical’, seen less aS 
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practical side’. From the late nineteenth century, particularly in 
connection with the advocacy of ‘Sloyd’ as ‘educational handwork’, 
there had been consistent support for the idea that manual training ‘was 
not a mere training of the hand for industry, but a training of the mind 
through the hand’.2* Some educationists, including Findlay, had to 
work through the difficulties of justifying manual training (were they 
merely, for example, imitative of adult pursuits?) before coming down 
in its favour, and text-books galore advised teachers to treat handicraft 
as a source of accuracy, ability to plan, as ‘headwork and heartwork as 
well’? 

However interpreted, the vocational, 
Seen as entering or overlapping with t 
liberal or general curriculum, and were often perceived as enhancing its 
Purposes - notably with those pupils who required additional 
motivation. Again Nunn’s 1920 ideas and influence offer an insight into 
the thinking, the curriculum and the system. Nunn had also been co- 
opted on to the drafting committee of the Hadow Committee, and 
had ‘rendered invaluable help in the preparation of the Report’. The 
report, for all its preference for ‘the practical’, conceded that a 
vocational education could give a pupil’s studies a ‘definite direction’, 
and - repeating the 1920 formulations -~ it felt that for many pupils it 
would offer the best form of personal development, since ‘it not 
infrequently releases the finer energies of mind, which more general 
education would leave inert’.*° Six years earlier Nunn had seen 
Schooling, if directed towards traditional occupations, as carrying a 
Pupil towards a goal, unlocking ‘the finer energies of a mind which a 
“general” education would leave stupid and inert’.?” This sense of the 
dignity and power of vocational education, and the possibility of its 
being conducted in a liberal spirit - once released from the narrow 
interpretations imposed on it by industry and others - not only follows 
Nunn from the 1920 book, through the Hadow Committee and the 
Spens Committee. By 1938 Education: Its Data and First Principles had 
been through a second edition and twenty-two reprints. The Spens 
Committee, in reasserting that vocational education could give pupils a 
‘directly envisaged goal’, important for those minds ‘whose energies are 
Teleased’ only by such studies, was also reasserting that vocational 
education is in the fullest sense also liberal’.? The repetition 1s more 
than a tribute to Nunn’s ubiquity, it is an indication of how strongly the 
Principles he had espoused were continuing to find support. A 

The importance of this approach lies not only in its explanation 0t a 


the manual, the practical, were 
he traditional territory of the 
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psychological dimension to vocational content, but also in its relation- 
ship to the wider context of schooling. Elementary school provision was 
now universal, attendance had been made compulsory, the minimum 
age of school leaving was rising and had oeen standardized at fourteen 
by the 1918 Education Act. Disquiet about the problems of adolescence 
was being widely voiced and they were being increasingly defined and 
investigated. Juvenile unemployment had become a major social issue. 
The motivation of, particularly, working-class children, being retained 
for longer periods in school and with worsening prospects of future 
employment, was more than a question of pedagogy and creative school 
experience. Changing economic and social conditions and needs 
weighed heavily on the concepts handled by Nunn and his con- 
temporarles. 

The motivation of the reformers must not, however, be over- 
simplified. They had inherited dichotomies inherited from, and 
deepened by, the nineteenth century. However ancient some of the 
concepts and controversies may be, the nineteenth-century industrial 
world crystallized a version of ‘the liberal’ which was strongly to 
influence the curriculum debates of the twentieth century. Older 
traditions of ‘vocational’ preparation for the professions were reinter- 
preted in Europe and America with new emphases on the general, 
liberal education which provided access to certain values and cultural 
characteristics. The reinterpretation was intended to sustain and protect 
élite positions, to justify the shape and content of the British public 
school, the German university. Jurgen Herbst summarizes the change 
in both Europe and the United States: ‘in the nineteenth century 3 
liberal education was the intellectual and moral cultivation in academic- 
eo schools, colleges, and universities reserved for the male 
a tes a country’s social elite? The reformers of the early 
EA entury juggled with all the concepts and arguments we have 
wate ee Baye different Priorities to economic and psychological, 

nd educational considerations. Many of them saw the possibility 
that their Proposed new curricula might go hand in hand with indus- 
trial and social reforms of other kinds. They often shared in the kind of 
analysis conducted by the 1919 Adult Education Committee. In 
Wishing technical education to become a ‘medium of humane educa- 
tion the Committee was aware of the weaknesses of technical education 
as it existed, weaknesses which derived from the fact that ‘vocational 
instruction has inevitably taken its colour from the industrial system» 
which has pressed education into its service’, Technical and non- 
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technical education would in future overlap: ‘in a better social order, 
with a nobler conception of industry and a broader view of the meaning 
and purpose of education there would be a considerable amount of 
common ground’.*® Pressures for vocational education came not only 
from industry (and the Hadow Committee discovered that employers 
were in fact not particularly in favour of vocational studies in the 
elementary school) but were also directed against industry. The 
Newbolt Committee saw the history of educational thought since the 


Renaissance as one in which the commercial and industrial facts of the 


modern world had been either despised or ignored, and the result had 
d industry.’ Debates 


been ‘a cleavage, disastrous both for education an 
about the vocational and the technical in the 1920s continually 
reopened questions that nineteenth-century changes, the creation of 
new institutions, the 1904 Regulations, had been intended or had 
appeared to settle. 

The Newbolt Committee talked about that ‘thronged but ill-built 
structure, behind the main educational facade, known as technical 
education’.>? In doing so it reflected widespread understanding amongst 
educationists that existing principles and practices, curricula and 
Courses, school and higher education structures, did not answer the 
need. In spite of this awareness the vision of a practical, technical or 
Vocational education which could compete with, overlap with, become a 
Part of, remodel, the liberal curriculum, was widespread and strong. 
A.N. Whitehead, sharing the Adult Education Committee’s ideal of 
changes that would result in work being ‘transfused with intellectual 
and moral vision’, producing ‘workmen, men of science, and employers 
who enjoy their work’, also saw that 


alike for masters and for men a technical or technological education, 
which is to have any chance of satisfying the practical needs of the 
nation, must be conceived in a liberal spirit as a real intellectual 

try and poetry are as 


enlightenment . . . In such an education geome! 

essential as turning laths.” 
The 1920s and 1930s abound in expressions of this kind of view, 
Projected into national debate around and during the First World War. 
Many of the participants argued that the distinction between the 
technical and vocational on the one hand, and the liberal and the 
humane on the other hand, could not be ascribed to content: the distinc- 
tion had become associated historically with differences of approach, of 
treatment. There were voices in the late nineteenth century proclaiming 
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that ‘the difference between technical instruction and general 
instruction lies not in the subject, but in the method and purpose of the 
course of study’.*# Nunn looked to vocational education ‘conducted in a 
liberal spirit’. The Hadow Committee warned of the dangers both of 
too isolated and narrow a school curriculum and of too responsive a 
curriculum to the specific needs of later life - it sought instead a well- 
balanced curriculum that combined the two conceptions in what it 
called ‘social individuality’. The Newbolt Committee wanted 
technical instruction to be ‘supplemented and informed with the 
humanities’ and thereby to become technical education.” F.S. Marvin, 
formerly one of His Majesty’s Inspectors, wrote in 1933 that ‘in an age 
when the application of Science is the predominant force the study of 
Science and practical aptitude cannot long be considered 
“uneducational”? ’,38 
A number of processes were therefore becoming interwoven at this 
point in the period around the First World War and through the next 
two decades. Tawney, the Labour Party, the unions, were pressing for a 
restructuring of the system to open up access to secondary education of 
some kind to all. Some educationists, prominent amongst them J.J. 
Findlay, were resisting the ‘older type of technical school’ and looking 
for what Findlay in 1911 called ‘a prolonged experience of general 
liberal culture at school and college’ as a sound introduction to ‘the 
specialised duties of adult life’. In 1927 Findlay was arguing that what- 
used to be called ‘Liberal Education’ and was now being called 
‘Education for Leisure’ was being recognized as appropriate to the 
children of poverty’, a development which was ‘novel to our epoch and 
Springs from the general Philosophy of equality or democracy’? The 
uncertainties of the status of the technical and vocational accompanied 
these uncertainties about the Structures of schooling and of the 
curriculum as a whole, or of appropriate differentiated curricula. One 
former director of education argued in 1929 that ‘the keenly, almost 
angrily, debated question of “vocational training’? would be un- 
necessary if the phrase were defined - as a specific training for a trade, 4 
preliminary training as a basis for all crafts, or the ordinary school 
subjects being responsive to local industry and conditions. Implica- 
tions and agreement depended on the selection of meaning. Com- 
mittees, educationists, the writers of text-books on teaching and the 
curriculum, were seeking to respond to the sense that the schools were 
‘out of touch with the interests of Practical life’ - a charge explicitly 
considered by the Spens Committee and declared ‘not ill-founded’.”’ 
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That judgement, at the end of the 1930s, echoed that of the Newbolt 
Committee at the beginning of the 1920s: ‘in the general course of our 
inquiry it has been borne in upon us time and again that our educational 
system is too remote from life’.*? In all of this combination of concerns 
there were advocates and possibilities of radical new interpretations of 
the vocational-liberal divide, and radical new approaches to the 
curriculum. There were choices to be made, but resistance or uncer- 
tainty or confusion proved too strong for Britain to achieve at this stage 
what had not been achieved in the battles over science and technology 
in the late nineteenth century. What Herbert Spencer, the Devonshire 
Commission, T.H. Huxley, Lyon Playfair and others failed to secure in 
the 1870s and after - an adequate institutional and curricular status for 
Science, the spokesmen, committees and participants of the 1920s and 
1930s similarly failed to secure - an adequate space for new interpreta- 
tions of the technical and vocational in the emergent structures of post- 
elementary and higher education. 
y Tt is interesting that in the debates of these decades, especially in the 
Important British phenomenon of the consultative committee, attempts 
were made to use the earlier American experience as evidence and 
support. The main period of enthusiasm for vocational education in the 


United States culminated in the passing of the Smith-Hughes Act in 
1917, providing federal support for vocational training schemes. Across 
for and promotion of vocational 


almost three decades of pressures 

education, the American debates had covered similar but wider ground, 
involving the unions, professional associations, and public involvement 
at a level not reached in Britain. The secretary of the National Society 
for the Promotion of Industrial Education wrote that 1912 and 1913 
had been the ‘harvest time for the cause of vocational education in the 
United States’. The press was teeming with editorials and articles 


which indicate an overwhelming sentiment in favor of enlarging and 
extending the scope of education in this country to include the 
training of the great mass of our workers for wage-earning occupa- 
tions of every kind. The friends of antichild labor have joined hands 
with the friends of industrial education. 
Educators had seen in the vocational education movement a means ‘to 
Teduce the waste pile of human life, to reach groups of children long 
Neglected, and to democratize the public schools in the country in a true 
Sense’. The article appeared in the annual report of the o 
of Education, who himself wrote, somewhat less optimistically, that the 
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pioneers of the movement were encountering resistance, partly because 
some people thought that vocational propaganda pointed towards 
‘social cleavage’, and partly because there was suspicion of a foreign, 
mainly German, practice. 

The important period, therefore, for the American debates about the 
nature, purpose and desirability of vocational education was already 
reaching its climax before British interest grew in the period between 
the wars. The consultative committees were able to look for American 
evidence in their discussions, and they regularly used it. At one level, 
the committee under Sir Henry Hadow, when producing its report on 
Psychological Tests of Educable Capacity (1924), outlined the ‘rapid and 
remarkable expansion’ of the movement for vocational aptitude testing, 
vocational guidance and vocational selection, pioneered in the United 
States in the 1900s.** Guidance and testing in Britain assumed different 
forms from the American ones, and also had other roots. Vocational 
education was firmly related, however, to American ideas and practice. 
The Newbolt Committee on the teaching of English looked to the 
United States for the demonstration that English could and should - 
even in the case of literature - be given a vocational bias, in the sense of 
relating directly to the ‘life and work of those who study it’, The 
experimental basis for their confidence had been conducted by Frank 
Aydelotte, formerly a Rhodes scholar at Oxford, and by this date 
Sies x ore A Marraco Institute of Technology. s 
hosei pages o; ‘an essay by Aydelotte descri ing 

gineers were encouraged not ‘to be ashamed of being engineers, 

se oR ate aed be ashamed of being narrow, one-sided 
. the value of English, it was first necessary tO 
E what was meant by engineering, to develop ‘a thoughtful 
a ebceey co eanl m 
Saeta oE: an engineers and scientists, both on 
Pics, including the relation between science 


ro See. By this means students were brought to an interest in 
rature, teady to find in it ‘something which they can relate to their 
own problems’. The committee 


c saw t i to 
include social and industrial history, ai cnt Plea 
and adaptable to technical schools and colleges.*5 j i; 

The Spens Committee quoted approvingly from a memorandum 
submitted to it by Dr J.L. Tildsley of the New York Board of Educa- 
tion: ‘there is no subject in the curriculum of any type of vocational 
school for any age of boy or girl that might not be liberalised while at 
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the same time furnishing the highest degree of vocational effectiveness’. 
Members visited British junior technical schools, reported that they 
were satisfied that the schools aimed to liberalize all subjects in their 
curriculum, and juxtaposed that view alongside Tildsley’s stress on the 
ability of any subject ‘whether in conventional terminology, it is called 
academic or technical, liberal or vocational’ to unfold all the powers of 
man and make them usable to the utmost ‘in the special phase of 
production or the special phase of living in which he may chance to 
engage’. The discussion was reinforced by the inclusion in an appendix 
of a memorandum on the secondary school curriculum by I.L. Kandel, 
which, though discussing the curriculum and vocational education in 
general terms and without specific reference to American experience, 
lent to the whole analysis the authority of Kandel’s influential position 
at Teachers College, Columbia University, New York.“ 

In Britain the technical-vocational remained uneasily low status in 
curricula at every level until economic pressures in the 1970s and 1980s 
returned the concepts and controversies to centre stage. It was not only 
the nature of the distinction between the vocational and the liberal that 
continued to be problematic, but also the direction in which reform 
needed to be channelled. There continued, beyond the 1930s, to be 
firm expressions of belief that the vocational did not necessarily mean 
narrow - the Norwood Committee in 1943, for example, repeated 
earlier commitments to technical school courses which were specialized 
but also ‘broad in conception’. From this point on, however, the 
direction of attack was simultaneously towards broader conceptions of 
the technical and vocational and towards a curriculum balance in which 
the vocational and the liberal, separately conceived, complemented each 
other. Remarkably little discussion about these issues took place in 
Britain - or in other countries - in the immediate post-war years, aS 
attention was focused on changes in the system, new structures, 
expansion, and developments in further, technical, college and 
University education. The whole tone of the discussion changed. 
Proposals from the Council for Curriculum Reform in 1945 talked 
about common-core studies between ages five and sixteen gradually 
diminishing in the secondary school to allow for ‘the inclusion of 
Vocational or academic specialisation according to the type of school 
and the child’s needs’.*® In 1949 Eric (later Lord) James was anxious to 
define the ‘bare minimum of knowledge that should be possessed by an 
educated citizen’, but wished the study of science and other specialist 
Subjects to encourage the clarity and sense of creation associated with 
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languages and the arts. At the same time, Sir Walter saris ale 
demonstrating the ‘parasitical’ nature of liberal education’, ani as 
association between technology and the wider, more epee: oe 
stituencies entering higher education in Britain and elsewhere. oe 
such pressures, liberal attitudes to the technical were being ener’ 
by Eric James and others in Britain, and by the Harvard Comm. ae 
General Education in a Free Society, stressing that ‘a general a a 
distinguished from special education, not by subject matter, ~ a 
terms of method and outlook’.* As emphasis on technical, post-scho : 
education increased, however, the debate in Britain turned mor 
towards ‘liberal studies’, additions to the curriculum and sixth-form 
minority studies. An influential Ministry of Education circular on 
Liberal Education in Technical Colleges, in 1957, continued to stress that 
the liberal element in a course ‘depends as much on how subjects z 
taught as on what is taught’, and that teachers of scientific and ad 
subjects were in the best position to ‘inculcate habits of reflection an 
free enquiry which are the mark of an educated and liberal mind’. At 
the same time, however, it discussed the additional subjects that would 
help to liberalize the technical curriculum, and from this point in the 
1950s, as technical courses expanded, liberal studies additives were 
incorporated in college courses - including as a compulsory element 1n 
those of the National Council for Technological Awards.” The 
Crowther Report, 15 to 18, tried two years later to tread the same 
tightrope: it wanted to make vocational subjects less instructional, more 
attractive, but at the same time looked for ‘a balanced education - 
Although this need not be achieved only, or even mainly, ‘by the 
addition of courses in the humanities... there should be some 
movement in that direction’.®2 

The ambiguity is important and its roots are in the 1920s and 1930s- 
Kandel drew attention in the 1930s, in a comparative study of 
American and European secondary education, to the fact that the 
curriculum of the English secondary school was ‘determined by the 
aims and purposes of a general, liberal education, to the exclusion of 


any consideration of vocational preparation’.* Attempts to allay fears 
about the vocational were in British conditi 


and the result was, as in the past, 
tion, by college, by school, by 
sex. For most of this century thi 
differences, 


ons relatively unsuccessful, 
a continuous search for differentia- 
‘side’, by curriculum, by children, by 
€ main debates have, in fact, been about 
at every level of the educational system. The advocacy of 4 
pervasive liberalization of all aspects of vocational education, and of the 
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vocationalization of the traditionally liberal, did not in general produce 
those results. It produced, from the late 1920s, commitments to differ- 
ences in schools, different types of curricula, and in fact a strengthening 
of the status divide between the liberal and the vocational. Disputes 
about curriculum models resurfaced significantly in the 1960s, mainly 
in terms of secondary schools, because of the accelerating comprehen- 
sive school movement, and the awareness of new clienteles requiring 
adaptations to traditional assumptions about teaching, about assess- 
ment, about the curriculum. Under the impact of economic recession, 
Structural unemployment, international competition, and an acute 
awareness of major, unresolved economic and social problems, pressures 
for vocational interpretations became more vigorous. The search was on 
in the late 1970s for a core curriculum, under ministerial and official 
pressures.>* In the early 1980s the Department of Education and 
Science was relentlessly pursuing a school curriculum which prepared 
children to relate to adult needs: ‘parents, employers and the public 
tightly expect the school curriculum to pay proper regard to what the 
Pupils will later want and be called upon to do’. The curriculum sought 
would measure up to national and local needs and allow for local 
developments.’ Her Majesty’s Inspectors were at the same time 
looking for a curriculum which would respond to the implications of 
Social changes, the advent of micro-electronics, and the problems of 
energy conservation. The Schools Council was in pursuit of a 
minimum curriculum’ and a range of basic skills through The Practical 
Curriculum.” All of these reflected the uncertainties of earlier debates 
about definitions and direction, and failures in the 1920s and 1930s - as 
in the second half of the nineteenth century ~ tO respond to pressures to 
reinterpret the vocational and the liberal outside the narrow frameworks 
and status structures of the nineteenth- and twentieth-century British 
educational system. : 

What the 1920s and 1930s reveal is a crucial moment of tension and 
Possibility, reflected in committee reports, the pronouncements of 
educationists, textbooks for teachers, school inspectors, and the sources 
they reveal. A study of the relationship between opinion and emergent 
policy, compromise and evasion, would require historians to 80 
considerably further. It would need to bring teachers and employers, 
civil servants and the press, pro and conferences, trade 
union and student expressions of vie lly into the analysis. 
A clearer picture of the 1920s in this nes picture of 
Weaknesses and processes in contemporary Britain. 


fessional journals 
w, more centra 
respect means a clearer 
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8 Expectations of higher education: 
some historical pointers 


Whilst preparing its report on The Education of the Adolescent the 
Hadow Committee took evidence from the Federation of British 
Industries and a large number of representatives of industrial and com- 
mercial firms. The report summarized their responses to the question: 
What kind of qualification is most desirable in your work, e.g. 
Scientific, mathematical, mechanical, artistic, literary or linguistic?’ 
Ngineering firms emphasized elementary mathematics and science, 
together with ‘a literary training’ to enable apprentices to express 
themselves properly. ‘Intelligence was more valuable than previous 
“Xperience.” Textile manufacturers emphasized various technical and 
clerical skills for various categories of employee, and added that ‘for 
“ers and for commercial travellers quick observation, a power of 
reasoning, and a high grade of general intelligence were necessary’. 
emical and soap manufacturers ‘thought that pupils who remained at 
School the longest stood the best chance of becoming efficient workers 
ater’. Cocoa manufacturers stated that ‘the most important qualifica- 
a for their purpose were receptivity of mind, keenness of observa- 
je application to work, adaptability and general intelligence. 
til gi knowledge was subordinate in importance to these qualifica- 
®ns.’ A firm of boot and shoe manufacturers thought that no special 
Qualifications were necessary, but thought the elementary school course 
T too short to develop the right qualities of initiative, resourcefulness 
ambition. Farmers and agriculturalists wanted more practical and 

“Ss book work; some employers emphasized the need for closer co- 
*Peration between school and employer; and ‘several great distributing 
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firms stated that a good general education was the best foundation on 
which to build, though after 14 years of age some training in commer- 
cial methods might be of advantage’.! In these comments lie all the 
dichotomies, tensions and uncertainties we have discussed in the last 
chapter, and they are a reminder of the problems of ‘general’ and 
‘specific’ or ‘practical’ training as perceived by one section of the 
community interested in schooling processes. With the raising of the 
school leaving age to fifteen and then sixteen, with the restructuring of 
the educational system so as to provide ‘secondary education for all’, 
and the expansion of the systems of further and higher education, it is 
important to examine how employers’ and others’ attitudes have 
developed towards these new structures. Since the age of transition 
from school to work has changed, since higher proportions of pupils 
have been staying on at school for longer periods in recent decades, and 
since opportunities for education and training beyond the minimum 
leaving age have expanded, the kind of discussion pursued by the 
Hadow Committee has been transferred to older age groups and institu- 
tions with different histories and purposes. 

Higher education, and its relationship to the professions, to employ- 
ment, to technology, to commerce, to industry, to public service, has in 
the twentieth century been a major focus of attention in controversies 
about the liberal and the vocational. Newman and others defined the 
boundaries of the discussion as twentieth-century Britain inherited it, 
but they did not close the discussion. An historical approach to opinion 
in many fields is difficult, given the lack of usable historical 
documentation, but in a field such as higher education it ought to be 
possible to find a foothold on popular attitudes, on the expectations of 
individuals and groups who relate to the institutions or to the employ- 
ment of graduates. This chapter is an attempt at a case study in how 
such history might be written, and is therefore more than anything 4 
search for ways of approaching concepts like liberal, professional oF 
vocational from directions other than those provided by the most 
articulate, the most passionate, the most visible historically. 

When University and King’s Colleges, London, were created in the 
late 1820s, there were hopes and intentions of securing a charter for a 
University of London. The House of Commons carried a resolution in 
1831 Tequesting that such a charter be granted, and the government 
announced its intention later that year to create a university which 
would be an examining body and would ‘confer degrees on candidates 
from all parts of the United Kingdom, and from every seminary of 


Expectations of higher education: some historical pointers 175 


education’. One defence of this broad definition of the new institution 
contained the following passage, commending the government for this 
first act of government initiative in promoting ‘the advancement of 
general education’: 


The Government for the time being had, indeed, occasionally 
rendered a reluctant assistance when it had been, as it were, compelled 
to do so; but the question with it was never ‘how may the interests of 
Science be most promoted,’ but ‘with how small a concession to 
public opinion can we escape for the present’: never, ‘in what way can 
we best advance the education of the people’, but “with how little can 
we satisfy this or the other body of men’.’ 


That, at an important moment in the history of new nineteenth-century 
departures in university education, neatly illustrates the dilemma of 
historically relating opinion and policy. How do government and public 
Interests differ? In what circumstances does government ‘concede’, and 
how does public opinion express itself forcefully enough to obtain 
concessions? At each step along the historical path such questions 
change their shape, not merely because governments change, but 
ecause opinion and its organization by ‘bodies of men’ change, and the 
relationships of all the elements in this complex diagram change. In 
terms of higher education across the past two centuries, such historical 
analysis involves clearly distinguishable, if changing, constituencies 
With a stake in its scale, shape, content, aims, products - government, 
church, bureaucracy, industrial and commercial employers, parents, 
local communities, students. The changing content of the total exercise 
of higher education - including the twentieth-century emergence of the 
Supervised doctorate, research funded from within university budgets 
and from outside bodies, and the universities’ involvement in school 
examinations - has itself fed back into the pattern of expectations of 
these constituencies. 
in Wentieth-century attitudes towards higher education are for the 
Se ati more easily grouped and understood in terms of theme and 
ncept than in strict chronological progression. In disentangling 
ae or expectation it is at this stage of the historiography important 
© outline not so much the progression overall, as the means of thematic 
°rganization and the emphases discernible within each of the themes. In 
à case study of this scale, the total pattern has to be broken down into 
Manageable pieces. 
istorians have shown little interest in the expectations of higher 
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education expressed by the constituencies concerned. Historical interest 
in institutions has not been concerned with their responses - or lack of 
them - to popular expectations, except in broad terms to the religious 
and political contexts of university change in the nineteenth century. 
Histories of higher education in Britain have tended to focus either on 
the internal development of institutions, or on policy and policy-related 
opinion - mainly of or surrounding government and its committees and 
commissions. Only in rare cases such as Michael Sanderson’s The 
Universities and British Industry 1850-1970 and Sheldon Rothblatt’s 
Tradition and Change in English Liberal Education has the sweep 
become more wide-ranging and complex. 

An approach to twentieth-century opinion about higher education has 
to be based, therefore on unsystematically explored materials of various 
kinds - speculative, prescriptive, campaigning, impressionistic, auto- 
biographical, research-based on various scales and at one or another 
level of sophistication, together with policy statements by individuals 
and official and unofficial bodies. The material does suggest some 
consistent themes, which could be grouped around a number of key 
words - for example, the expectations of different constituencies i? 
terms of profession, vocation and relevance; a general, liberal, broad of 
specialized education; excellence; national, regional, local, social, economic 
and other needs and wants. In British debates around higher education 
in recent decades it is natural that dominant themes should have bee? 
industrial and technological expectations of higher education, and the 
nature and place of the appropriate studies in old, adapted or neW 
institutions. The impact of economic, technological, industrial and 
wider social changes and dilemmas has heavily underlined issues © 
institutional scale, scope, structure, curriculum and values. Even i? 
periods of expansion, when apparent consensus has been most easily 
reached about possible and substantial responses to the challenges 
involved, underlying conflict about aims and strategies has never been 
concealed. Debates about, for example, the binary system, or the nature 
ets elutes of ‘technological universities’, or about expansion 

self, have been more than techni i i i ave 
been essentially conflicts of ST eak r ane ae 
aspect of the higher education system and beyond. For these reasons» 
the emphases reflected in this chapter tend to be on issues connected 
with the place of technology and the ‘applied’ subjects, and on the 
nature of the differences between curricula and institutions as perceived 
from the starting-point of national economic and industrial pressures: 
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THE NINETEENTH-CENTURY LEGACY 


The main purposes and hesitations of the nineteenth-century university 
have been extensively discussed by historians and others, and have been 
Presented with a variety of emphases. Oxford and Cambridge had 
traditionally served a number of professions - mainly the law, the 
church and government - and, as monopoly institutions in England 
until the University of London was created in the late 1820s, were 
central in producing the nation’s professional, administrative and 
Political élites.’ Such underlying purposes were not incompatible with 
their other role - that of serving what the University Grants Committee 
called ‘a leisured and privileged section of society’, with no apparent 
Concern for professional requirements.* s 
Leisure, privilege, a cultural context and professional preparation 
were not the discrete categories of a later age. The pressures of the 
nineteenth century produced both adaptations in these universities and 
the creation of new institutions - some to become university colleges 
and universities, others to become technical colleges or the first 
Seneration of ‘polytechnics’ at the end of the nineteenth century. One 
adaptation resulted, for example, from changes in recruitment for the 
civil service, and the need for the universities to extend the range of 
Professions or vocations for which they prepared.’ One of their main 
functions, of course, had always been to reproduce the universities 
themselves, by the preparation of future academics. With the emer- 
gence of an increasing number of ‘disciplines’ and a new emphasis on 
research, the harnessing of the universities to the learned and academic 
Professions’ become increasingly important. Various kinds of specia- 
lized training were beginning to sit uneasily alongside traditional forms 
Of general education and demands for wider and more democratic access 
to higher education. : 
Nineteenth-century pressures to extend the traditional curriculum 
Produced slow or unsystematic responses from Oxford and Cambridge 
Which resisted the introduction of, for example, history and physical 
Science‘ and were in general resistant to extensions into what were per- 
ceived as more directly ‘vocational’ studies.” Science retained its largely 
Semi-amateur status at both universities, and they resisted or responded 
Cautiously to new interests in learning and research.® Science only 
Slowly “crossed the channel’, and ‘the most powerful argument for 
Sunding new colleges was the reluctance of the older universities to 
tain the middle class in science applied to industry’. Institutional 
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resistance of another kind highlighted the vocational or professional 
element in the existing and emergent patterns of higher education - 
resistance to higher education for women. Although there was growing 
support in late Victorian England for the view that women had a right 
to access to at least some of the traditionally male occupations, the view 
was widely and firmly held, first that universities were a form of 
‘occupational training’, second that women had no place in those 
occupations for which the universities were a preparation, and third, 
therefore, that the vocational education provided by the universities was 
‘inappropriate for women’s role’."° 
The new university colleges and polytechnics of the second half of the 
nineteenth century were to a considerable degree a response to overseas 
economic and industrial challenge - and were at the time often 
described as such. They were created by local philanthropy and effort 
in precisely those geographical areas most likely to be sensitive to this 
challenge, and to have precise expectations of the new institutions. 
Until the last third of the nineteenth century industrialization had been 
only minimally indebted to English higher education,!! though the debt 
to Scottish and European higher education, through the overseas 
education of English nonconformists and the immigration of Scots, was 
no doubt considerable and has yet to be properly evaluated. From the 
founding of Owens College, Manchester, in 1851, but especially with 
other new Provincial foundations from the 1860s, the response to the 
international challenge began to be made in earnest,!? though the 
oe roles of the new institutions must not be exaggerated. The 
er at the beginning, was against engineering and 
hf ae IRA and in Sanderson’s view taught relatively little 
| nowledge’.'> The later northern and midlands foundations 
soon, if not from the outset, abandoned narrow definitions of them- 
S as higher technical schools. Even T.H. Huxley doubted whether 
: e E were the place ‘for technical schools of Engineering oT 
se SREMstry, OF Agriculture’, " This was to remain a twentieth- 
= n. issue. The Federation of British Industries was warning in 
4950; or example, that in teaching applied science universities must 
avoid the danger of being converted into superior technical colleges’.”” 
Civic consciousness and pride played an important part in these 
northern and midlands foundations.'® However, the ioe colleges 
(in ways not unlike the development of some of the American jand grant 
colleges from the 1860s) did not always respond immediately, directly» 
whole-heartedly and functionally to the intentions of ‘he finder 
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They had ‘prodigious, antagonist forces’ to meet in the industrial 
cities,'’ especially from people anticipating that they would result in 
lower standards and utilitarian narrowness. University teachers, on the 
one hand, and the ‘captains of industry’ on the other hand. operated on 
the basis of quite different values.'® There were élites other than 
industrial ones to be trained, and older traditions to be reasserted and 
adapted. The secularization and diffusion of higher learning brought it 
into an increasingly direct and complex relationship with government 
and other social agencies and the processes of economic and social 
change. It was increasingly involved, whether or not willingly or 
explicitly, in an expanding process of occupational selection, training, 
guidance and placement. ° 
How the new institutions responded to these local pressures and 
expectations can be seen from the analysis conducted by Abraham 
Flexner at the end of the 1920s, comparing the British provincial 
universities and their local roles with those of their American counter- 
Parts. “The provincial universities sprang from the soil; they obtain part 
of their support by heeding local needs. Thus technological activities, 
varying with the locality, are highly, in places, too highly developed, 
and, for a university, too highly specialized.’ Having expressed reserva- 
tons about the British institutions, however, Flexner admitted that 
local factors had been ‘balanced against other factors. The older and 
more solid disciplines are therefore represented not only in the 
curriculum, but in the management.’ The universities had not ‘run 
wild, as have our American institutions’. Even the School of Commerce 
Which Joseph Chamberlain had obtained through local support for the 
niversity of Birmingham was undertaking “little or nothing that could 
not without propriety be done in the same fashion by the faculty of 
arts’. The Victorian debates about the meaning of culture were often a 
response to such developments, with some protagonists arguing like 
Jo hn Stuart Mill against the professional training role of the universi- 
tes, Sir Joshua Fitch, for example, distinguished inspector of schools 
and long associated with the University of London, was arguing at the 
turn of the century that universities were not places of useless learning 
Ut providers of “instruments of culture and intellectual power’ and 
needed to enlarge that tradition by harnessing it to new social needs. 
One such need was ‘to ennoble and liberalise the higher employments 
of life’ ~ as had long been the case with law and medicine, for example - 
Y extending university curricula to embrace engineering, chemistry, 
electricity, architecture, textile manufacture, agriculture, banking and 
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commerce. The London School of Economics was in his view a model - 
‘broader and more comprehensive than any academic institution 
hitherto known in England’. Annexing such new subjects to academic 
curricula would remove from them - as in the case of the commercial 
subjects - the stigma of being ‘in the hands of empirics and 
utilitarians’.*! 

The legacy of the nineteenth century, therefore, was an attempt by 
established and new institutions to cope with the ambiguities and 
dangers of strong pressures of various kinds. Industrial, economic and 
social demands of higher education were resulting in slow curricular 
responses and the creation of new institutions. The new provincial 
university colleges and universities had a local and regional context 
which only partly shaped their activities - with other contexts providing 
countervailing pressures (including demands for a liberal curriculum 
emanating from within the institutions themselves and from elsewhere 
- including their academic patron, the University of London). The 
technical colleges and polytechnics of the final decades of the century 
were lower in status and more directly a product of demands for the 
training not so much of ‘captains of industry’ as the lower ranks of 
technically qualified industrial and commercial manpower. The 
twentieth century inherited conflicting views about what was appro- 
priate for a university, but also distinctions amongst universities and 
between universities and other emergent forms of higher education. 


UNIVERSITIES AND SOCIETY 


Only in the twentieth century has ‘higher education’ really extended 
beyond the universities (although the earlier history does include other 
institutions and processes - for example the Inns of Court). Higher 
technical education, the polytechnics (Mark I, as created in the 1880s), 
teacher education, art and commercial education, only became visible 
and definable as ‘higher education’ at various points in the twentieth 
century. It is inevitable, therefore, that this discussion begins with the 
universities alone. Across the centuries public criticisms of the 
universities have related to every aspect of their activities, and have 
come from opposing directions: they have been condemned as isolated 
from the ‘real world’, and for their ‘worldliness’, as supporters of 
Establishments and of seditious, rebellious and revolutionary causes, 
for their commitment to narrow principle, and for being too easily 
tempted into expediency. They have been arraigned for failing to do the 
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bidding of kings, or to respond to the economy’s need for manpower, or 
to industry’s need of relevant research and skills. 

Sanderson has expressed the view that ‘the increasing involvement of 
the universities with industry is perhaps the most important single 
development in the history of the British universities over the last 
hundred years’,?? and yet there has been a continuous stream of 
accusations levelled against the universities that they have failed to 
respond to industry’s and other social needs. The universities have, in 
this connection, been seen as ‘ivory towers’, as concerned with know- 
ledge, argument, issues, standards and values with little relevance to or 
few implications for the outside world. This is, of course, both an over- 
simplification and an exaggeration of many of the criticisms, let alone of 
the reality, but it reflects the level at which the accusations have 
frequently been made. Clearly, as has often been recognized, such a 
One-directional critique indicates in fact a two-way process. There had 
long been criticism, including from within industry itself, that 
employers were failing to recruit graduates. Sir Miles Thomas, for 
instance, pointed out in 1949 that the motor industry, the banks and the 
Co-Operative societies recruited hardly any at all. When Nature was 
Suggesting in 1960 that industry had traditionally been badly served by 
the universities and the schools, it went on to point out that industry 
had until recently resisted recruiting intellectual quality as distinct from 
skill (although it quoted Vice-Chancellor Christopherson to indicate 
that industry had changed more than the universities in recent years).”* 
Similarly, six years later, the Times Review of Industry and Technology 
talked about the failure of communication between industry and the 
Universities, with both sides having outdated ideas about the other, and 
€ven (quoting a director of industrial studies at Liverpool University» 
Seconded from ICI) ‘about their own sphere’.?> When the Finniston 
Committee reported in 1980 on Engineering Our Future it pointed not 
Only to the poor quality of entrants to engineering, but also to the fact 
that until the 1960s most engineers obtained their formal education via 
Part-time study or block release while working in industry.” Finniston 

imself had written in 1967 that industry often saw the universities as 
‘“napproachable, while the universities believed industry was not 
Playing its proper role in determining what form the training of stu- 
‘ents for industry should take. The boards of companies spent a lot or 
"me on the specifications and acquisition of machine tools, but little 
"me on the specifications and hiring of qualified manpower. Although 
industry was aware of the need for graduates, ‘what is at fault is that 
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until very recently neither industry nor the universities gave the time 
and effort to define more closely what industry required of the 
manpower . . . output of universities for more effective use in and by 
industry’. 

Although we are for the moment concerned with one direction of 
criticism, the more complex flaws in relationships have to be borne in 
mind. So much is this the case that, in relation to the Finniston Report 
the Engineering Employers’ Federation felt it necessary to comment 
that the report had overstated the extent to which professional engineers 
‘may be regarded as responsible for the economic situation in the 
UR?.? Blame is seldom as simple as it is convenient to apportion it. 

Such critiques of the university have, of course, been one strand in a 
continuing debate about the purposes of a university, and increasingly 
of higher education more widely. We shall return to a discussion of the 
purposes of other forms of higher education in a later consideration of 
the perceived differences between a university and polytechnic 
education. Here we are concerned with the longer nineteenth- and 
twentieth-century discussion of outside pressures and university 
responsiveness. There is also an unbroken line of opinion in the 
twentieth century, of course, that universities should be either 
unresponsive or extremely cautiously responsive to the ‘needs of 
society’ which may undermine the autonomy and distinctive role and 
standards of universities, and we shall return to this also. Representa- 
tive voices of this tradition would be Flexner in 1930 arguing that ‘a 
university should not be a weather vane responsive to every variation of 
popular whim. Universities must at times give society, not what society 
wants, but what it needs’, and Minogue in 1973, describing the 


universities as ‘cities under siege’ from outside forces seeking to dress 
up enthusiasms as academic beliefs.3° 


Whatever the reasons for the universities’ 
expectations that they 
been strong, 
lecture in 19 
the universit. 


reluctance to deliver, 
would respond to felt needs and demands have 
and the disappointments sometimes great. In a famous 
64 the then chariman of ICI, Sir Paul Chambers, accused 
ies of producing men who were ‘timid and irresolute’, the 
product of ‘intellectual and inconclusive discussions’, which were ‘a 
bad training for the real world’.3! This Was not the first time, however 
that such criticisms had been levelled against the universities. Almost 4 
decade earlier, a Conservative Bow Group author had commented in 


similar terms, answering the question - what should university 
education seek to provide? 
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Probably the most important attributes are straight thinking, original 
thinking, and a capacity to make decisions . . . At the university ... 
the undergraduate is encouraged to question everything, to criticize 
the authorities and to respect ability. He is taught to discuss, and 
encouraged to dispute. At the extreme his questioning may lead to a 
destructive rather than a constructive outlook. 


Not everyone outside the universities agreed with such criticisms (Lord 
Butler, for example, disagreed with Chambers in discussing how 
university education benefited the community),” but this is not the 
issue here. What is important is the extent of the consensus amongst 
critics and supporters alike as to the desirable ‘vocational’ relationship 
between the universities and the outside world. 

y This consensus underlay much of the support for higher education 
(including university) expansion in the 1960s. Even the Bow Group 
author, in 1955, while criticizing the universities, accepted an incipient 
Robbins’ principle of increased access: ‘we have established the social 
doctrine in this country that no barrier - poverty or otherwise - to 
higher education shall remain in the path of any young person who has 
the ability to profit by it’. She reminded industry at the same time that 
firms needed to make adjustments as a consequence ~ ‘It is to the 
Universities that industry must now look to fill its future vacancies in 
these middle and lower positions; not to the seventeen-year old school 
leavers, as in the past.’ 


What the Robbins Report was about was, of course, the need to 
Temove such barriers to higher education, but also the structures and 
Strategies most appropriate for the new and extended categories of 
Students to be attracted into the system, once the concept of a restricted 
Pool of ability’ had been abandoned. Much of the evidence to the 
Committee was concerned with the right kind of institutional structures 
and curricula for the new clienteles. The Ministry of Education, for 
“xample, suggested to the committee that wider, more general degree 
si were perhaps appropriate for the kinds of students een 
0 admitted to higher education in conditions of expansion. The 

Mmittee itself, as indeed the 1950s sociologists of education on whose 
nies it drew, had no difficulty in justifying its recommendations n 

ms both of egalitarian principle and of national economic benefit. 

ne caustic comment on this aspect of the Robbins recommendations 
and general trends in higher education in the 1960s considered that 
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although universities had failed to prepare students for the outside 
world, ‘the expansion of higher education has been legitimated largely 
in vocational terms’.*” 

The pursuit of expansion seemed inevitable and inevitably con- 
tinuous in the early and mid-1960s. Brian Chapman, writing in Narure 
in 1964, thought that ‘the expectations of parents, schoolteachers and 
pupils have now been raised to a point where no Government could 
safely jettison the Robbins Report before making a more than token 
effort to get it under way’. Nevertheless, criticism of the universities 
has continued in many quarters over the past two decades, directed 
against their remoteness and unresponsiveness to ‘changes in social 
environment’.” Even more, it has been suggested that universities 
actively discourage graduates from entering business and industry;”° 
‘The historical development of the universities’, suggests a professor 
associate of chemistry out of industry, ‘has shown the strong anti- 
technology attitudes and dislike of the utilitarian approach’."! 
Intellectuals, it has been suggested, are opposed to the business ethic, 
increase their students’ antipathy to entering business, and are too 
remote from industry and commerce. The GKN group was extremely 
specific and explicit in a submission to a House of Commons committee 
in 1972: ‘industrial requirements are insufficiently recognised in the 
academic world, €.g....the importance of the profit motive as the 
heart beat and the generation of cash as the life-blood of private 
enterprise industry is insufficiently understood’.*? Over recent decades 
dissatisfaction has also been widely expressed with the mismatch 
between the curriculum Provided and the actual needs of specific 
Professional groups and industries - for example professional 
engineers™ and professional Scientists. In the latter case, a survey in 
1969 found that ‘a large body of professional scientists feel that the 
graduates of such (traditional) courses are inadequately prepared for a 
career in industry’. Here again, GKN had very precise criticisms tO 
make in 1972: ‘it appears that, in the case of engineers, university 
curricula encourage narrow specialisation and fail to develop the more 
generally needed skills such as the ability to verify the validity, 
relevance and significance of information’, Against such criteria GKN 
had ‘experienced a growing disenchantment with graduates’.*° 

Dissatisfaction of a different kind was revealed in 197] when parents 
of undergraduates were asked what they, the parents, prized most 
highly in a university education. Their choices went strongly towards 
such categories as ‘concentrated and highly specialised degrees’ and 
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hard work, but the survey concluded that ‘parents are least satisfied that 
universities are catering for their highest priorities’ (although it had 
been suggested in the social survey of 1945 that 82 per cent of parents 
with children still under twenty in higher education were satisfied with 
the education their children were receiving).* In different, and often 
contradictory, ways there is a long-standing critique of the universities 
as unresponsive to the real needs of the society which supports them - 
including those of the school leavers who enter them - a topic to which 
we shall return. 

The critique has obviously been most acute in the second half of the 
twentieth century in relation to the responsiveness of the universities to 
industrial requirements, and for two main reasons. First, the demands 
from industry appear at first sight to be very precise, and they have 
apparently not been met for reasons of suspicion and hostility on the 
Part of the universities. Second, the industrial demand is frequently 
made on behalf of a larger constituency - that is, industry appears to 
Speak on behalf of the nation itself, an appeal it makes most sharply 
when the economy is under particular threat. Again the discussion high- 
lights a view and expectation of the university (often, as we shall see, 
With different implications for different institutions). The university - 
Industry link is a question not just of for and against, but also of 
evaluating the degree of need and ‘success’ in the relationship, and the 
determinants of that ‘success’. 

Although the industry -university relationship has generally been 
held to be a difficult one, with mutual suspicion being expressed of the 
dominant values of the other side, the need for a closer understanding - 
and for the benefits to accrue from it - have been constantly expressed 
un Past decades. At a conference sponsored jointly by the Association of 

niversity Teachers and the Times Higher Education Supplement in 
1978, for example, one speaker indicated how difficult industry- 
University communication had been, and another emphasized that 
University responsiveness to industry and commerce was both necessary 
and beneficial to the universities, without impairing their autonomy.” 
os ago as 1943, however, the president of the National Union of 

ents had underlined how ‘indispensable’ was the social, industrial 

and professional service which the universities gave to the community.” 
the conflict of values between the university and industry had 
e by the 1960s, mutual suspicion had not been dispelled. 
ie had mistrusted the intellectual’s passion for abstraction, but, 
apman points out, industry had come to realize that intellectual 
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abstraction might have applications, and university and industrial 
values had come closer together.*! By the 1960s, indeed, industry had 
come to rely on higher education expansion to supply its much-needed 
high-level manpower”? - and in some cases to replace the ‘brain drain’ 
of qualified personnel to more lucrative employment overseas. Uneasy 
glances were being cast at those countries like the United States, Japan 
and Federal Germany, where it seemed to be no accident that success in 
technological and industrial performance was accompanied by intensive 
development of higher education or intensive use of highly qualified 
and highly paid manpower. 

By the 1960s those parts of British industry that had not yet done so 
were learning that they had to look to the universities for the manpower 
they had once recruited from the secondary schools. There was a 
scarcity of school leavers - and in spite of the Chambers criticism of the 
university graduate, ICI recruitment of university graduates was 
rising.” A revealing editorial in Nature in 1954 summarized the post- 
war position very clearly. Since the late 1940s relations between the 
universities and industry, it suggested, had been steadily improving 
(with five conferences on the subject arranged by the Federation of 
British Industries between 1948 and 1954). There was still, however, 
much ignorance amongst parents and teachers about careers in 
industry, and the FBI had recently published two handbooks - one for 
students and one for industry - about graduate careers. It was still at 
that stage necessary ‘to bring home to industry, and particularly to 
firms which do not at present employ university graduates, even in 
Science or technology, the importance of a high standard of education 
and personality in management’. It emphasized the ‘serious extent to 
which industry’s direct recruitment of the cream of school-leavers iS 
now limited’. The FBI itself had pointed out that to continue to rely on 
intelligent school leavers was ‘to risk disaster’.** It has been important 
to underline this post-war situation in order to put into context the 
more recent criticisms, and the kind of relationships within which they 
have been formulated. University ‘responsiveness’ clearly needs to be 
examined against the complex attitudes outside as well as inside the 
universities. 

Since their foundation it has been the civic universities that seemed 
best fitted or most likely to respond to outside demands and pressures. 
In 1949, for example, the vice-chancellor of the University of 
Birmingham, stressing that such universities formed part of the 
industrial world they served, also thought that they were the ‘natural 
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home of certain applied subjects’.* It is interesting to note that in 1972 
Crouch and Mennell thought that while the universities might initiate 
links with industry, ‘the more natural centres for projects of this kind 
should be the polytechnics’. They also laid stress on the view of Harold 
Wilson and the National Executive of the Labour Party in the period 
1963-5 that universities should be sited in industrial areas where, in 
Wilson’s words, they could ‘reflect the pulsating throb of local 
industry’.5® As in developing countries today, the expectation was that 
the universities would make a direct and substantial contribution to 
national or regional economic development.” 

Such references indicate the level of confidence that has been 
expressed in the university as a contributor to industrial and economic 
growth. The picture can be extended to include the confidence placed 
in this century in the university as a participant in local development, 
for example in the cases of the universities of Leicester and North 
Staffordshire at Keele.’ It can include the view expressed by the 
Trades Union Congress in 1956 that the university should provide for 
the needs of industry, which 


are not limited to scientists and technologists. There is some demand 
for graduates in Arts subjects for administrative and executive posts, 
Particularly in the field of personnel management, while the develop- 
Ment of scientific management techniques requires the recruitment of 
Specialist staff suitably qualified in statistics, applied economics and 
accountancy.*? 


It can include the view of a vice-chancellor in 1964 that it was part of 
ba business of a university to produce the increasing number of highly 
trained people on whom society depended to win new knowledge and to 
Put it to practical use.® 

Against this general expectation that universities would respond to 
appeals for their expert help, there have been alternative views, of 
Which only an indication can be given here. A functionalist argument 
Might assume that the university would in some direct way respond to 
the requirements of the twentieth century, but doubts have been 
expressed about the possibility of describing the history of higher 
education in these terms.“ Hull University College, for instance, seems 
to have resisted local and even national blandishments (from the local 
founders and national financial temptations) by keeping technological 
developments at arm’s length at and after its creation in the 1920s** and 
N So doing it seems to offer an example of ‘dysfunction’. In addition to 
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the cautionary advice of commentators from Flexner to Minogue n 
resist the zig-zags of outside influence, there have been other views 0 
what a university should and should not provide. Two main eae 
can probably be detected. First, there have been views like those o 
Lord Todd in his presidential address to the British Association in 
1970, suggesting that a technological society needs only a small ep 
of ‘creative scientists and technologists to generate new ideas’,® an! 
therefore that the majority of the technicians required can be produced 
elsewhere. This is a theme that runs through the debates of the decades 
since the Second World War, and underpins the ideology of the binary 
structure. Second, there is the sense of threat to university indepen- 
dence and academic freedom, a theme which has been basic to discus- 
sions of the university internationally since the 1950s. In the United 
States this debate has centred around the themes of federal funding of 
university research, and of links with the big corporations - the latter 
featuring prominently in radical student attacks on university allegi- 
ances in the late 1960s. In Britain there have been weak echoes of both 
of these kinds of argument, together with some suspicion of industrial 
influence on research and teaching in higher education. The National 
Union of Students, for example, told the Robbins Committee that 
many students thought the vocational emphasis in higher education was 
now too great, and that students complained about excessive emphasis 
on technical subjects on those courses (for example, sandwich courses) 
where large firms supplied a major proportion of the students and 
directly influenced syllabuses. Nineteenth-century higher education 
had benefited from the generosity of local industrialists, but increasing 
links were now distorting the pattern of higher education, and frog 
were now over-influencing developments in particular institutions.“ 


The issue of university independence has, of course, taken other and 
sometimes more public forms 


financing and intervention, 
mining of the relatively in 
Committee, 


» including wartime and post-war state 
new forms of accountability, the under- 
dependent role of the University Grants 
and direct political pressures on the university. Even the 
proposal to set up what became the Robbins Committee, established bY 
the Prime Minister to investigate higher education, seemed to some tO 
constitute a threat, and the notion of expansion itself provoked, 
particularly among some academics, a sense of danger to established 
standards and autonomous decision-making. 

In the late nineteenth and carly twentieth centuries the threat to the 
established university order lay not only in applied science and techno 
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logy, but also in the rise of history and the establishment of English, the 
encroachment of social science and its division into the social sciences, 
the creation of a university base for new areas of ‘professional’ training - 
including social work, social administration and teacher training. 
Increasingly, however, the debate about public expectations of the 
university - and of other, new institutions of ‘higher education’ - 
revolved around the nature, position and status of applied science and 
technology. 


TECHNOLOGY AND HIGHER EDUCATION 


Pressures for a greater university involvement in the training of techno- 
logists, engineers, applied scientists and related professions (including 
Managers and people skilled in various economic and business skills) 
have steadily increased in this century - especially since the Second 
World War. At the same time there have been repeated criticisms of 
industry itself, and its failure both to make clear what its requirements 
Were and to take advantage of the qualified scientists and technologists 
being produced. This failure was ascribed in the period after the Second 
World War partly to a lack of proper communication networks between 
the two sides, and this has resulted in recent decades in attempts to 
establish standing machineries and ad hoc conference and other 
Platforms for the clarification of views and problems. While the 
nineteenth-century university neglect of applied science was a real 
inheritance, it was equally common (‘more common’ in Sanderson’s 
view) that industry failed ‘to employ men of higher scientific education’ 
în the late nineteenth century.“ In 1950 a professor of civil engineering 
and dean of a faculty of applied science summarized the history of 


employers’ attitudes as follows: 


Welcome by the Region of the products of the University has not 
always been accorded in the field of applied science. To become a 
graduate in technology, for example, was for decades an unorthodox 
approach to industrial work, and the young graduate engineer faced 
even harder tests of personality and ability than did his fellows. It is 
Not an exaggeration to say that in his early years his University degree 
Was as much a handicap to the young technologist as it was an 
advantage.67 


T s è 
he next sentence began: ‘This is now changed...’ but how com 


Pletely this has changed is open to question. 
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In 1969 the vice-chancellor of the University of Warwick conceded 
that there had for a long time been sympathy between the universities 
and public service, but expressed the view that 


we are only now beginning to witness a revolution in industry’s 
attitude towards men and women of high ability and advanced 
training. For too long in industry, I think, nepotism, the strength of 
the family, has prevented the ablest from rising to positions of 
responsibility. And throughout industry there has been too great 4 
tendency to reject ability . . . industry and commerce have for years 
been wasteful of talent. 


Even when industry recruited science specialists for research, its record 
of dealing with them was long subject to criticism. Complaints about 
the low status of engineering form a clear and continuous thread in 
post-war British industrial history.” 


Industry’s expectations of the universities were coloured for 
generations by such attitudes. Even when graduates have been recruited 
for industry and commerce the relative statuses of different higher 
education institutions and of different faculties within them have played 
a large part in determining the nature of that recruitment. Lord 
Hailsham, opening the first Gulbenkian conference on higher education 
in 1960, suggested that the British two-tier system of universities and 
technical institutions had some benefits but ‘gave colour to the 
extremely dangerous heresies that some studies are more gentlemanly 
than others’.”! A discussion of ambiguous expectations of the vocational 
aspect of higher education will follow; for the moment it is the 
particular problem of the status of science and technology in the 
universities that is important. 

In the late nineteenth and most of the twentieth century there has 
been anguished discussion of the position of applied and pure science in 
the universities, and this discussion has also been crucial to the 
increasingly diverse expectations of different categories of institution in 
the higher education system. Science, said Lord Hailsham at a meeting 
to support the creation of a university in Brighton, is ‘a vocation of 
universities’,’* echoing generations of debate about what kind of science 
was appropriate to a university. Sir Lawrence Bragg, in 1949, based his 
whole case for the creation of separate high-level technological 
institutions on the distinction between applied and pure science, and 
the greater appropriateness of the latter to the university.” Bragg’s 
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distinction between applied and pure science and the inference he drew 
from it, were hotly challenged at the time, and the controversy has 
never fully disappeared.” In 1950 the Times Educational Supplement 
took up the same theme as Bragg and argued ‘The Case for the 
Technical University’,” using MIT and the Technische Hochschulen 
as models. Lord Butler reflected in 1968 that ‘it has been to our dis- 
advantage that nothing in England was ever instituted to compare with 
the Grandes Ecoles Polytechniques in France in 1794 or with the 
Technische Hochschule in Ziirich.” This has been an ongoing debate 
in Britain, with support often being expressed for the separate techno- 
logical institution, either because technology was inappropriate in the 
University, or because it would never be able to obtain its proper status 
there, 

The view has been consistently expressed in this century that applied 
Science in the universities (or in some universities) meant a lowering of 
Standards” and the argument has been presented that the new univer- 
Sities of the 1960s based themselves at least initially in the humanities, 
Social sciences and pure science in order to achieve an image of quality 
that would enable them to compete with Oxford and Cambridge.” It 
should be added, however, that the decisions of the new universities 
Were taken under strong encouragement from the University Grants 
Committee, itself seeking means of producing fewer ‘specialist’ 
graduates, and urging the new bodies not to introduce applied science at 
an early stage of development - and if they wished to include engi- 
neering, then to make it engineering science.” The vice-chancellor of 
the University of Birmingham argued in 1949 that the civic universities 
Were the ‘natural home’ of applied science.*° 

Views and pressures such as this form part of the diverse pattern of 
Snobberies, heresies, distinctions and hierarchies which make ‘expecta- 
tions’ of higher education complicated. They make it necessary to 
differentiate between subjects, degree patterns, individual institutions 
Within sectors of higher education, and the sectors themselves. The 
responses of the universities and other higher education institutions 
have been conditioned at different times by ideals and definitions, and 
by Necessity and the simple need to survive.*! The universities have 
Since the Second World War compromised in the face of diverse 
Pressures, and have, in the view of the UGC, compromised also 
between the general European model of locating technology in high- 
Status Separate institutions, and the American model of admitting 
technology into the universities.® The British universities have sought 
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to admit technology on terms, and to differentiate between their 
approach to technology and applied science, and that of ‘technical’ or 
‘technological’ institutions. 

The legacy is therefore a general sense of technology as ‘inhuman’*’ - 
though with important exceptions - and needing in one way or another 
to be ‘liberalized’. The universities have tried to find ways of replacing 
‘vocationally taught’ engineering or technology by engineering 
science,** and with much confusion and controversy the colleges of 
advanced technology tried to pioneer a ‘liberal studies’ element in 
technological courses. The result has been a continuing ambiguity 
about the status and appropriate structure of ‘applied’ courses of all 
kinds in higher education, with the central uncertainty being about the 
position of ‘mere’ technology. The ambiguity is clearly expressed in a 


study of the attitudes of students to their education in colleges of 
advanced technology in the 1960s: 


It is apparent from the inquiry that there is a certain dissatisfaction in 
the minds of many students concerning the purpose to be served by 
the kind of training which they are undergoing at the college of 
advanced technology. They resent the idea that they are to be turned 
out merely as technologists and there is a reaching towards something 
which measures up more nearly to the ideal of the educated man - -- 


Many feel, perhaps without justification, that their needs would have 
been better met at a university.%° 


Any analysis of expectations by students and others of what higher 
education has to offer has to be seen at least to a large extent against 
such a background of the interpretation of the divide between ‘pure’ 
and ‘applied’ (as well as between arts and science or other distinctions 
that are easy to express but difficult to define). There is a substantial 
literature which extends and discusses further the pure/applied dis- 
tinction made by people like Bragg, and spells out the institutional 
implications. 

The Percy Committee on Higher Technological Education in 1945 
serves as a base point for this literature over the past few decades. The 
Committee proposed the selection of a limited number of technical 
colleges for the development of technological courses ‘of a standard 
comparable with that of University degree courses’. In doing so, it 
emphasized the basic view that it was the universities’ job to produce 
scientists, and that of the technical college to operate mainly at the 
technician level, however much the two institutions might need to share 
the responsibility for some categories of manpower needed by industry: 
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Industry must look mainly to Universities for the training of scientists 
for research and development, and of teachers of science; it must look 
mainly to Technical Colleges for technical assistants and craftsmen 
... both Universities and Colleges must share the responsibility for 
educating the future senior administrators and technically qualified 
managers of industry. 


The Committee pointed approvingly, however, to the commitment of 
university courses to an emphasis on academic study, in which work 
experience played no formal part, and to that of technical colleges with 
their tradition of concurrent work practice. Whatever the changes 
Since the 1940s may have been, such distinctions have remained 
Part of the consciousness of schools and of intending students. A study 
in 1963 demonstrated that the most able science sixth formers were 
attracted and encouraged towards pure rather than applied science 
Courses in higher education, whilst the less able were encouraged 
towards technology and engineering. The central issue was the ‘image’ 
of technology and applied science, and the tentative conclusion of the 
research was that ‘the special pattern of recruitment in England arises 
Not as a direct result of early specialization, which does not differentiate 
between the future scientist and the future technologist, but because of 
the Public “image” of the two careers.’ An analysis of university 
Science students’ choice of pure or applied science in 1973-4 discovered 
that some 30 per cent of science students felt that they had been subject 
to Encouragement or discouragement from their schoolteachers. A 
Majority of these, both pure and applied science students, said that they 

ad been encouraged to study pure rather than applied science.** When 
the Barlow Committee on scientific manpower reported in 1946 and 
echoed the findings of the Percy Committee, it reflected that ‘it is only 
to the Universities that we can look for any substantial recruitment to 
the ranks of qualified scientists . .. Generally speaking, the university is 
an essential stage in scientists’ education’.®? There is a direct line of 
explanation from the foundation of institutions in the nineteenth 
Century, to such views in the 1940s, and to the expectations of certain 
Categories of students of what is appropriate in higher education in the 
final decades of the twentieth century. 


PROFESSIONAL, PRACTICAL, RELEVANT 


Although there is a deeply rooted tradition which has defined the 
Purposes of higher education in terms of values disconnected from 
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direct considerations of profession or relevance to a specific vocation or 
calling, there is, as we have seen, an equally strong affirmation of the 
history of higher education as serving professional purposes. Lord 
Boyle, speaking in 1978, echoed a view expressed by many historians: 


we in the universities see no inconsistency between a strong commit- 
ment to academic disciplines and, at the same time, a recognition of 
the need to think also about the educational requirements of those 
who are going to enter industry or the professions. Universities do far 
more professional training than is often realised.’ 


Flexner, earlier in the century, was eager to rid the universities not sQ 
much of ‘professions’? as what he saw as pseudo-professions, and his 
analyses and definitions were aimed to show that various aspirants tO 
university status - such as business and social work - were not in fact 
professions.” Professions and professional roles and values are, of 
course, defined variously at different times and in different ways. 
There have been broad interpretations of a university’s role as 3 
‘professional’ training for ‘society’. Universities, said Lord Hailsham, 
were both an induction into human society and a form of vocational 
training (for the church, state, business or technology).”” The 
universities, considered a Nuffield College Group in 1948, needed t0 
resist narrow pressures for professional training, but to base forms 0 
Specialization on the universities’ own values and choices.” One of the 
primary purposes of the university in the past, it has also bee? 
Suggested, has been to reproduce itself - that is, to act as a school © 
professional training for university teachers.” A pre-war view of = 
universities was that they were a form of professional or vocation@ 
training for the ruling class.” The debate about professional training 
and vocational relevance was basic to the creation of nineteenth-centuy 
colleges such as Mason’s College, Birmingham, with the founder 
Proposing to establish a centre to promote ‘practical scientific 
Knowledge’ and T.H. Huxley persuading him to include a ‘literary side 
and to allow for later revisions of the curriculum.” The debate ma 
widespread and continuous,” and surrounded the creation of Keele 
and the new universities of the 1960s.99 : 
The response of higher education to Pressures for any increase m 
professional or vocational involvements was of course highlighte 
particularly by the expansion of higher education, and government a? 
political expectations of the increasingly articulated higher education 
‘system’ had to measure its responsiveness to them. The fear was not 5° 
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much of state or political interference, though the nature and meaning 
particularly of the universities’ relationship to government was a 
mounting preoccupation in the 1960s and 1970s.!°° Resistance and 
doubt were expressed rather in terms of standards and the damage - as 
we have already seen - that technological and similar studies might do 
to the essential purposes of the university. Opposition to an increased 
Vocational orientation was expressed therefore in such forms as that of a 
Professor of moral philosophy at Edinburgh University, when he spoke 
in 1948 of the ‘spread of the technological obsession within the 
University’, which was ‘insidious’ and unfitted the university for ‘its 
primary cultural function’. The main feature of a university was that it 
Tepresented the unity of knowledge, and everything needed to be taught 
in relation to ‘knowledge as a whole’ - otherwise it became ‘merely a 
training in technical pedantry’.!@! In an attack on ‘The Threat of the 
Practical’ in 1961, Kingsley Amis and colleagues at University College, 
Swansea, attacked the pursuit of ‘practicality’ as the greatest threat to 
education, saw in it a loss of faith in the academic, and asserted that 
education ‘is not for living. It is an initiation into inquiry.’' The 
university was being rapidly dragged down by narrow engineering and 
technological courses ‘to the level of a technical college’,'”’ and the view 
Was being expressed that it was not the job of the university ‘to 
Prostitute learning to modern requirements’.'* A confused discussion 
began to emerge of the nature of excellence, which, said one vice- 
Chancellor, was the only thing the universities had to sell. Excellence, 
he insisted, meant none the less knowing how to change.'. What 
merged as part of this discussion was that excellence had something to 
do with effectiveness also, as the increasing preoccupation with 
teaching methods began to show.!° If, as two researchers pointed out in 
1976, ‘excellence’ was for staff a raison d’être, even an ‘ideal, extra- 
Personal, fixed standard of attainment to which students should aspire 
and by which they are measured’, for students, once embarked on a 
Course, what mattered was ‘the quality of teaching . .. excellence in 
teaching? 107 

Tt is not easy to disentangle the various meanings ascribed by 
Participants in these debates to notions of the ‘professional’, the 
Vocational’ and the ‘relevant’, and it is not easy to determine the 
balance of opinion within higher education or the precise motives for 
institutional change. It has been suggested that university teachers have 
en happier in retrospect about expansion than they were at the time, 
and that at the end of the 1970s - whilst they saw the polytechnics as 
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inferior institutions - ‘the idea that the university sector should confine 
itself to traditional subjects, leaving the newer and more vocational 
subjects to the polytechnics, is opposed by over two-thirds of university 
teachers’.'°* In the midst of the earlier preoccupation with expansion 
there was much argument and little systematic analysis of the meanings 
of the categories and definitions in use. A Gulbenkian discussion of 
‘excellence’ in 1969 seemed to produce five different interpretations of 
‘relevance’: the demand that courses should relate to contemporary, 
social and political issues; training for the job; relevance to expertise in 
the subject; relevance to moral problems; social mobility and manpower 
relevance. As the director of North East London Polytechnic indicated 
in the discussion, interpretation was everything: ‘the reason that 
colleges like mine have something to contribute is that they are oriented 
to a quite different concept of excellence to the academic one’. One 
critic of the universities pointed out in 1968 that: ‘the demands of 
academic education are becoming as difficult to reconcile with those of 
vocational education as with those of liberal education - academic 
demands are becoming narrower whilst vocational demands are 
becoming broader’.!"° F, R, Jevons suggested similarly in 1972 that 
vocational courses were in fact broader than single-discipline academic 
courses.'"! Two professional associations in technical education 
expressed the belief in 1951 not only that the technical college did not 
offer a narrow training in industrial and commercial techniques, but 
also that the functions of the technical college and the university were 
converging.!!? Given the complex structures of higher education, the 
seriousness and ambiguity of the pressures on them, and the varying 
meanings of the expressed demands and responses, it is not surprising 
that the main debates of the 1960s and 1970s were either about 
numbers, finance, projections and degree structure, or about vague 
anxieties over standards and purposes. Discussions about how t° 
reconcile the demands of Society, the needs of society, and the 
responsibilities of higher education! did not make significant headway 
_ nn peaa of British higher education. f 
es, however, emerge from a cluster ° 

research analyses conducted mainly in the 1970s into student percep” 
> Published in 1967, was an account of Australian 


eee i: E E ” 
university students motivation in entering one of the universities, the 
conclusion being that 


the students entering the university have quite definite occupational 
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expectations. Very few, less than 10 per cent of each intake, admit to 
being uncertain or undecided about the occupation which they expect 
to enter. They appear to have made their vocational decision and 
assume that their university course will provide entry and the 
necessary skills for a specific occupation. '™ 


In a further report the following year the researchers described student 
Motivation and expectations in terms of a consensus around four main 
items, which constituted important objectives expressing ‘generalised 
aspects of personal growth and development and generalised vocational 
Preparation’. The crucial point was that this student support for 
generalised vocational preparation’ did not extend to support for more 
Specific forms of vocational preparation: ‘the degree of importance 
attached to objectives and consensus amongst the respondents decreases 
as the objective expressed becomes more specific or defines a specific 
aspect of the relatively undifferentiated objective which the respondents 
Tate as highly important.’ These findings were not significantly 
different for students in different disciplines, though the students 
questioned in the faculties of rural science, agricultural economics and 
®conomics showed a general tendency ‘to rate vocational preparation 
More importantly’ than did those entering the faculties of arts and 
Science, !!5 
bu American project, the findings of which were p 
‘Gna ee samples (at the University of Hawaii) 
steuris > found that the majority of students were ; 
forh y-minded, and achievement-motivated’. Higher education v 
em a means to an economic end - although a significant minority 
Was interested in ‘the satisfaction to be derived from the academic 
ag a A British investigation, of four Yorkshire grammar 
si 201S, the findings of which were published in 1970, came to some 
milar conclusions. Whether these sixth formers were aspirants for a 
University or college education, they considered the ‘definite vocational 
oo of a university education as important (university aspirants 71 
She college aspirants 87 per cent): ‘Expectations were a 
seen ng at university and college should above all else be “applica > 
süde out of ten pupils seeing the university sto as prepona i A 
es nt for a definite vocation or occupation ." A survey © Fae 
in 137 and engineering students at Portsmouth Polytechnic ‘te ishe 
im 2 indicated that these students in general attache grear 
wee to education which would ‘provide vocational training’ and 
ich would enable a student ‘to apply fundamental knowledge to new 


ublished in 1970, 
for which were in 
‘degree-bound, 
was 
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problems in practical situations’. Taken with other Tesponses rr 
indicated, so far as it was possible to generalize from this, an : 
Australian and American evidence, that ‘both intellectual an 
vocational goals are highly important to students’, !!8 ; 

In 1972 a study of Swansea university students by Richard ce 
similarly concluded that ‘90 per cent of the students indicated tha 
considerations to do with future occupations did contribute to their 
attempts to gain entrance to the university’. Some three-quarters of the 
students were attracted to the university because it would give access S 
an occupation or position which involves ‘doing more interesting work ? 
and about half the students thought it important that the university 
would give access to a better-paid occupation and provide a wider 
choice of occupations. A small majority of students did not even 
mention the study of an academic subject for itself as being among me 
reasons for entering the university (occupational, intellectual, socia‘, 
personal and others); 42 per cent of the men gave occupation as a 
first reason (with 20 Per cent giving personal and 18 per cent a, 
lectual), and of the women 25 per cent gave occupation (as against 3 f 
per cent personal and 18 per cent intellectual). Approaching a half 4 
pure and applied science students ranked occupational reasons first (an 
substantially) above the other categories, and of arts and social studies 
students occupational reasons were ranked third and second respec 
tively. The clearest finding of the research was the low priority 
generally attached to ‘intellectual’ reas 
One commentator on this research, PAi 
about the ‘vague’ nature of the occupational pressures postulated in th 
examination of students? vocational interests.!20 A study commission 
by the University of Wales and published in 1974 also found that re 
formers and undergraduates considered that the most importen 
function of universities was preparation for life and qualification for ' 


i . it 
career, rather than membership of a scholarly community or the pursU 
of truth, !?! 


‘ons for coming to ahora 
however, expressed reservatiO 


levant’ to the needs of society than that 
provided by universities,!?2 and Studies of sixteen to nineteen year-olds 
Sgested that subsequent economic ayal © 
nt in attitudes towards higher education. $ 
m respondents ‘had a particular career in m ; 
and 28 per cent probably. Girls were more like : 
m idea of what they wanted to do: 56 per Ce” 


- 52 per cent definitely 
than boys to have a fir 
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claimed to have definitely made up their minds compared with 48 per 
cent of boys.’!23 When asked ‘why they chose particular institutions or 
courses, two-thirds of the eighteen year olds intending to enter higher 
education rated the usefulness of the course for a job and the reputation 
of the department or institution as important or very important’.'*4 A 
related analysis suggested that 40 per cent of students applying for 
university did so because it would help them to obtain the job they 
wanted, !?5 

The evidence points to a strong ‘vocational’ expectation of higher 
education by the students entering it. There are reservations to be 
expressed and questions to be asked about the way in which students 
Perceive the link between studies and subsequent careers, and the 
Nature of their ‘generalized’ and ‘specific’ expectations. There are 
differences to be established between pre-entry and post-entry expecta- 
tions, and perceptions at different points of the extent and form of 
Vocational preparation. Nevertheless, it is clear that there are, as Cohen 
and Startup particularly underline, grounds for conflict between staff 
and Students, especially in universities, if the staff are in general 
Committed to the ‘intellectual’ purposes of the institution, and the 
Students enter it with high expectations of its ‘occupational’ func- 
tons. !% Tt is important to note, however, that an analysis of staff and 
Student values at a technological university in 1968 - a survey not 
Primarily concerned with occupational choices - concluded that there 
Was close correspondence between the values of the students and those 
Of the institution: student values ‘broadly coincided with those of the 
Academic staff’, !27 

n There are wide open ends in much of this kind of research. Expe! 
tons of higher education and careers by secondary school leavers, 
©xample, have to be seen in relation to the pattern of changed expecta- 
tions which is produced by early experience in higher education. 

rennan and Percy, for instance, underline that student goals may be 
formed as a result of entry, rather than explain it.'** Expectations and 
intentions also change significantly with changing employment avail- 
ability, changing social values with regard to production and service 
“mployment, and changing climates of student and public opinion with 
regard to the image, status and desirability of certain kinds of career. A 
‘search project on the aims and expectations of university students in 
eo Germany offers an example. The evidence on te mae 7 

ersity education’, published in 1979, indicated that the majority 
© Population stressed the professional, income and social advance- 


cta- 
for 
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ment goals of university attendance. Graduates, on the othe: hand, 
stressed the personality development outcomes, playing down the 
privileges attached to a university education, and emphasizing the 
critical-intellectual role of higher education, rather than the moral 
qualities stressed by legislators and university representatives. !” It is 
doubtful whether all of these emphases would have been the same in a 
parallel survey conducted ten years earlier. 

All of this research indicates that the intellectual/occupational 
distinction may not be as clear as was sometimes suspected.” It also 
tends to examine students in fairly broad categories, and it is therefore 
important to consider one piece of research which explores the percep- 
tions or ‘wants’ of students in a variety of disciplines. Brennan and 
Percy in 1976 analysed the goals and aspirations of British students and 
the efficacy of higher education in satisfying them. They did so in terms 
of a typology of student goals along two axes: curricular/extra-curricular 
and intrinsic/instrumental. Students of English generally thought the 
instrumental/curricular goals of self-development most importants 
found it difficult to separate curricular from extra-curricular goals, saw 
their subject as non-vocational and were happy about it. Physics 
students tended not to enter the university with curricular/intrinsi¢ 
goals, and had a mixture of pragmatic motives. Most of them $30 
physics as a ‘pure’ subject, and if they started out with vocational goals 
tended to replace them by curricular/intrinsic and curricular/instru- 
mental goals of self-development. Since sociology students had net 
studied the subject at school, their choices at entry were often negative 
(deciding what they did nor want to do) or accidental. Their most 
common goals were curricular/instrumental, dividing equally between 
vocationalism and self-development, their satisfaction being expresse 
aa in terms of the latter. They tended to reinterpret their goals over 
i n: Students of mechanical engineering had predominantly 

easons for entry, their occupational choices having already 
been made and their course being seen as a necessary step towards the 


cho: 
sen career. They tended to have low satisfaction with cours? 
content, because its relevance 


dimly’: they were critical of 
‘sceptical about its relevance 


to their future career was ‘perceived only 
both content and presentation, and wet 


students in 1‘ to their future careers’, Business studie’ 
general “appeared to “suffer” their courses for the occuP® 


tional benefits which they hoped would accrue’, but they turned t° 
oti hae activities for more general and immediate satisfactions: 
tudents on specifically vocational courses were investigated in pwe 
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polytechnic departments - librarianship and landscape architecture. 
The students perceived the vocational relevance of their work and this 
enabled them to ‘take a resigned attitude to “some things’’’ - and were 
content even when they did not necessarily see the relevance. 

The authors of this study felt that most students would accept almost 
all the goals in their typology. They concluded that it seemed obvious 
to urge lecturers in academic disciplines to design their courses to meet 
goals other than (or in addition to) that of the production of other 
academic specialists’. They were struck by the ‘distinctiveness which 
Participants on some vocational courses ascribed to their courses’ and 
they argued that ‘there is a sense in which vocational goals are relevant 
to all students in higher education’.'*! 

A general point to which it is important to return is that of the widely 
expressed expectation of ‘relevance’ and the extreme difficulty of 
detecting any consensus as to its meaning. In the discussions so far - 
and as it will be continued in the next section on expectations of 
Curricula and forms of education and training - the focus has been 
Mainly on interpretation of the practical and the technical. It is crucially 
mportant to emphasize the range of values associated with the 
Vocational or ‘relevant’ elements in higher education. At one end of a 
Spectrum are the occupational aspirations on which we have 
Concentrated. The University Grants Committee (UGC) lent support 
9 recognition of such aspirations in 1958: “Most students take up a 
Subject in order to acquire a body of specialised knowledge which they 
intend to apply in earning a livelihood and it would be unrealistic to 
deny the importance of this utilitarian purpose.’'” Even in 1948 the 
UGC Was suggesting that universities would fail in their purpose ifthey 
did not combine vocational functions with the provision of a ‘broad 
humanistic culture and a suitably tough intellectual discipline’.! The 
Brennan and Percy research two decades later translates such messages 
'Nto precise recommendations to university teachers. Further along the 
Spectrum, the need for stronger links between the universities and the 
Professions has been emphasized. In 1968 Lord Butler thought these 
links should be expanded along the lines of the traditional relationship 

tween the universities and medicine." Two years earlier Sir Edward 
Boyle had talked about education needing to become more vocational, 
in order to respond to the needs of the world outside - ‘part of the 
stification for greatly increased expenditure on universities must be 
their Success in strengthening the professional infrastructure of our 


Society? 135 i 4 i uture’ 
iety’.5 Butler also saw education as an ‘investment 1n the fi 
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and thought it inevitable and desirable that the sre ihe 
change, although he saw a risk of making a fetish or reringa ogy 
expense of liberal arts courses and the social sciences’. i 

At the other end of the spectrum, different interpretari ne 
relevance have been frequently stressed and have been : ae 
alluded to here. In general terms ‘relevance to the community’ is 0 
underlined. An Australian study of The University and Its ee ial 
in 1964 underlined (as was apparent also with many American be 
other universities during the campus troubles of the 1960s) the foe 
between loyalty to academic subjects and to the outside community, 
instrumental values. The authors concluded, in a noteworthy phrase; 
that the universities needed to be seen by the community to be ane 
to ‘the life which the community has decided to lead’. In a House o! 
Lords debate on higher education before the Robbins Committee was 
set up, Lord Beveridge offered a different version of such an arimen 
proposing that the purpose of a university in the modern world was $ 
make youth fit and eager to render professional service to their fellov 
citizens, not simply to sharpen wits’. 18 

The various searches for relevance indicate the depth of the problems 
it raises for the providers, the patrons and the customers. The problems 
remain salient in two major ways. The first is the attempt to ae 
discussion into channels other than that of vocational/non-vocationa 
distinctions. A recent expression of long-standing dissatisfaction with 
this neat but elusive Categorization (and its embodiment in national an f 
local government structures) is that of George Tolley, director © 
Sheffield Polytechnic: ‘It would remove a good deal of the sibben 
from higher education ... if only those of us in education woul 
remove ourselves from the empty battlefields of the nineteenth century 

it would be helpful to eschew an over-simple categorisation © 

courses into vocational and non-vocational.’'” The second continuing 
anxiety relates to the danger of narrowness, a possible preogcupanion 
with skills and techniques, rather than (or in addition to) principles an 
critical understandings. A forthright and interesting expression of this 


ae A TEE sy ` : ith 
continuing dilemma was made in 1976 by a Member of Parliament wit 
a major interest in higher education: 


No one would object to hi 
that it prepares people 
outcome. But 
focused, as the 


gher education being ‘relevant’, in the sense 
for some line of work - a wholly desirable 
when vocational objectives become too narrowly 
y are in danger of being in the mind of the Prime 
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Minister, then it seems to me that they have lost much of their claim 
to be educational. 


The fact that this comment was made by Keith Hampson, a Conserva- 
tive MP, of James Callaghan, a Labour Prime Minister, engaged in the 
Processes of the ‘Great Debate’, is what makes the concern expressed 
Most interesting." The concern may be equally acute in the minds of 
Labour Members of Parliament under a Conservative administration. 
Neither major political party holds a monopoly of the problem or of 
Possible answers. How difficult it is in the whole of this area of 
discussion to establish a consensus of approach or of meaning can also 
be seen, to take a final example, in the report of the Fulton Committee 
On the civil service in 1968. A majority of the Committee established a 
‘preference for relevance’ in the matching of disciplines to future 
Occupation in the service. A minority of the Committee, however, did 
not “place the same emphasis on the relevance of studies taken before 
entry’, and in fact thought that the notion of relevant study could be 
‘overrated’, The professional, the practical and the relevant remain 
Categories which are easily used, only apparently understood, and the 
focus of intense and continual controversy. 


SPECIFIC OR BROAD, OR LEARNING TO LEARN? 


In 1956 Sir Harry Pilkington advised the universities to place 
technology and specialization in a wider context. Which was worse, he 
asked, that a technologist should be brought up like an American 
Suided missile, ‘to think in a closed circuit’, or that he should break out, 
not knowing why, and completely unguided?!” While there have in 
Past decades been the demands we have discussed for a more vocational 
emphasis in higher education, anxieties have been continually Ge 
Pressed ~ at one extreme - about the effects of narrowness, thinking ‘in 
à closed circuit’, and - at the other extreme - of breadth without 
Adequate signposts and career outlets. The point to be emphasized here 
'S Concern like Pilkington’s about the closed circuit, the strong - and 
continuing - sense among many employers and others that in res- 
Ponding to the apparent needs of the outside world, higher education 
Should not be too narrow, too specific, t00 enclosed. lf the most 
“ceptable formula has been that of a ‘balanced education’, it should 
also be stressed that the way to implement the formula has been end- 
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lessly pondered and often ferociously fought over. 

The discussion has frequently been concerned with fairly generalized 
goals and expectations of higher education. For example, an officer of 
the British Aircraft Corporation, speaking as a representative of the CBI 
in 1978, discussed the problem in some detail, and it is worth 
presenting his argument. He began by discussing the view that had long 
been expressed that university curricula should be broadened in 
response to new jobs, wider scope and increased responsibilities: 


We agree... that it would be of value to the economy if more 
graduates entering industrial and commercial employment emerged 
from the universities better equipped to deal with the outside world. 
But this could be achieved by a broadening of mental attitudes rather 
than by teaching more subjects in the first degree. It is difficult to 
forecast the numbers of graduates in particular disciplines who will be 
needed. It is even more difficult to forecast how many of these need to 
know particular languages. Even if they learn the subject, they may 
not have the right personality. We take the view that the universities 
and the polytechnics are teaching their graduates how to continue 
learning. The ability to be creative and flexible is needed by every 
graduate wherever he or she is employed. 

We know that an employer will ask if there is a good graduate; 
available now, with such-and-such knowledge. The provision © 
courses cannot be built upon such requests ... People probably do 
not realise how much training takes place after graduation . - - We 
think, therefore, that the knowledge required for a particular task 
should be given to the individual at the right time, after graduation. 
This gives the universities the bigger problem, that of stimulating 
individuals to learn whatever may be required.!3 


The ‘broadening of mental attitudes’, ‘how to continue learning’s 
creative and flexible’, specific training at the ‘right time afteT 
graduation’ ~ these are concepts and themes which recur in discussions 
in recent decades. 

The questions relating to ‘breadth’ are of central importance in 
considering what employers (including private and nationalized indu 
stries, national and local government) have expected of the universities 
in producing suitably trained and qualified graduates. Throughout me 
period since the Second World War many have stressed the need pe 
future graduate employees, in industry and commerce especially» a 
develop much wider understandings than those directly related to their 
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technical, scientific, or other specialist studies. In 1956 Sir Willis 
Jackson stresses the need for technologists to appreciate ‘the over-riding 
importance of human relations’. The FBI tells the Robbins 
Committee of the greater complexity of industrial society, and of the 
need for vocational elements to be set in a broader understanding of the 
Political and economic forces determining the future form of our 
Society’. It stresses the importance of ‘breadth of outlook’ and the 
necessary background to appreciate both socially and morally the 
impact of technological innovation in the local, national and inter- 
national fields’. With a parallel but somewhat different argument and 
emphasis, the TUC stresses to the Committee that higher education 
Should foster personal development and democratic citizenship as well 
as Vocational interests. It deplores over-specialization and emphasizes 
wider social and cultural interests’. Courses in higher education should 
Tequire ‘all students to attain an acceptable standard of truly general 
education’, and the TUC therefore welcomes a trend it sees towards 
broader courses of undergraduate education." In 1963 Lord Nelson, of 
English Electric, urges the encouragement of general education, so that 
Students can learn to understand the civilization in which they live.” 
In 1967 Monty Finniston emphasizes how much the ‘single-culture 
education of scientists’ has been debated, and how they need ‘to 
appreciate not just the technical content ofa situation but its relation- 
Ship to the broader aspects of company practice and policies’.""* Nelson, 
Finniston and many others stress the need for future industrial 
employees to have some knowledge of management, planning, trade 
unionism .., and in doing so reflect a pressure for undergraduate 
Management education, one which is discussed by and with the 
Robbins Committee, but which the Committee rejects. f 
he pressures for breadth also take other forms, reflected with great 
clarity in the post-war reports of the UGC. The first such report, for 
xample, presents the case for broader programmes of study, a case 
Strengthened, it suggests, by advances in learning on borderlines of two 
Or more subjects. In the same period, it is clear from Sir James 
Ountford’s account of the foundation and early years of Keele, the 
GC was one of the sources of pressure for a widening of the originally 
Conceived curriculum. "° There is widespread comment from the 1950s 
about overloaded university courses,'”” and about over-specialization 
though often at the same time resisting the idea of additive liberal 
Studies courses).'3! There are many doubts expressed about the wisdom 
a Continuing to produce what a Science Policy Studies report 1n 1968 
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calls ‘superfluous’ specialization, increasingly so since a high degree of 
specialization makes graduate engineers and scientists extremely 
vulnerable in a period of rapid technological change.'™ It is often 
pointed out that graduates are increasingly rarely doing the job they 
were officially trained for,'™ and in 1972 a university careers officer 
argues against the expansion of the vocational sector of higher educa- 
tion, citing as one reason the fact that more specialist chemists were 
taking ‘non-relevant’ jobs.!** The Dainton Committee on the flow of 
science and technology candidates into higher education extends the 
argument for breadth and against premature decision-making back into 
the schools, providing one of the strongest post-war pleas for a ‘broad 
span of studies in the sixth-forms’ and for the infusion of ‘breadth, 
humanity and up-to-dateness into the science curriculum and its 
teaching." The very pressure for expansion, as we have seen, 
produces proposals for breadth in various froms, to meet the perceived 
different needs of new constituencies of students. In a memorably 
cynical response, Brian Chapman writes in Narure in 1964 that broader 
courses mean a ‘smattering of several subjects’, and it is not clear 
whether universities should respond specially to more and weaker 
students - which would result in more intensive teaching and the 
civilizing force of ‘offering sherry around’.'% 

It is inevitable in this situation that there should be disparate and 
conflicting views, ambiguity and uncertainty. British Rail, in 1972, sees 
two routes that would be followed by those ‘young men and women of 
high potential whose intelligence and personality have already been 
developed by their experience at university or polytechnic, and who are 
capable of further development’. Some would be taught ‘knowledge and 
skills, such as engineering or computer science’ and others woul 
obtain their degrees in more general subjects which would strengthen 
their powers of reasoning and teach them to apply their minds to any 
problem, without teaching them any technique which is directly 
relevant to our business’. There are obviously problems attached to this 
categorization, but the important point is that British Rail goes on tO 
say that it is satisfied that ‘the universities should continue to produce 
both types of graduates’, accepting the Robbins view that there is ‘2 
single objective of higher education’ .'57 This and previous examples 
illustrate how far industry has been from having a clear or unanimous 
view of the value of highly specialized training for all - and in some 
cases of any - of its future recruits. 


The crucial point that emerges from this discussion is the stroné 
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emphasis that has been placed in many sections of industry, especially 
the larger firms, on higher education as a base on which industry - and 
other employers - can themselves build the necessary specialism (or 
which can be built at post-graduate level in higher education). The 
chairman of Shell Transport and Trading and of Shell International 
reflected in 1971 on ‘what industry expects from graduates’, suggesting 
that they needed to be ‘of higher all-round ability than formerly’. He 
Outlined a number of qualities and characteristics, and added: 
‘Tomorrow’s executives will have to be competent in a much wider 
field than at present, and in Shell we are applying more scientific 
methods in order to find them in good time and then equip them for 
their future responsibilities." The word ‘then’ in the last sentence is 
the crux, carrying the same weight as ‘the right time, after graduation’ 
in our earlier quotation from the spokesman from the British Aircraft 
Corporation and the CBI. A conference of the former FBI had twenty 
years earlier heard pleas for the universities to concentrate on 
‘fundamentals’ (for example, by Sir Arthur Fleming) and on person- 
ality, leadership qualities and good English (from Sir Humphrey Gale). 
It heard a report from a working party which indicated that a question- 
naire to a sample of industrialists had revealed that the ‘qualities and 
Characteristics’ most sought were knowledge of fundamentals and 
Personality, leadership, breadth of outlook and logic. Given these, 
emphasized Sir Arthur Fleming, industry can afterwards supplement 
the fundamentals with practical education, and can do it better than the 
Universities or technical colleges." This kind of view continued to be 
expressed firmly through the 1960s and 1970s. The Fulton Committee 
On the civil service, while welcoming certain kinds of studies which 
combined specialisms with a grounding, for example, in economics and 
Usiness studies, thought that at least for the time being ‘it must be the 
task of the Service to equip its specialists with the additional admini- 
trative, managerial and other skills they need’. Many industrial and 
Other enterprises were, at the same time, instituting their own 
Programmes of post-graduate, in-house training of graduate recruits, 
release for in-service training or higher degrees, OF collaborative 
Schemes with higher education institutions. Differences in approach to 
ae 8raduate and to specialist training have obviously varied according 
to size and type of firm, and to the kind of skills and knowledge which is 
either capable of being put to immediate use or which appears to be 
Superfluous’, It has even been suggested that companies prefer to retain 
SPecialist training at the post-graduate level and in their own hands, so 
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as to keep control over the industrial secrets on which their nee 
depends.'*! Whether it be a director of a university a 
physics in 1949 comparing engineers to doctors, in need of a bro 
based fundamental education to which specific knowledge can later 
added,'* or the Swann Committee on the employment of ie 
engineers and technologists in 1968 decrying specialization and cal see 
for ‘the production of science-based generalists’,'®* important agi 
amongst the employers and inside higher education have resisted t ; 
too-early (including undergraduate) specialization that has been a 
feature of much of British higher education. ho 
From starting-points such as these various anxieties and hesitations 
there have been frequent attempts to indicate what qualities it is that 4 
higher education can and should encourage, in order that graduates can 
have the potential to learn and re-learn and adapt once in ar cnn 
A strong emphasis has therefore been placed on the uselessness O 
specialist knowledge if students do not, at the same time - in the words 
of the UGC in 1953 - ‘learn to think’. The UGC continued to p 
emphatic in the 1950s that among the characteristics of the educa 
persons the universities aimed to produce ‘first and foremost we woul 
place a capacity to think’. It was the role of the universities to teach 
students how to think, including by the mutual interaction of students 
themselves. The UGC also saw this as one source of student dissatisfac- 
tion, given their expectations on entry: ‘We believe that a number © 
arts students find their honours courses an unsatisfying experience. 
They embark on them with somewhat vague expectations that they will 
receive great intellectual stimulus and encounter profound thinking» 
and they are disappointed.’'** Narure thought this emphasis by the 
UGC important enough to quote it and to emphasize that students 
needed, among other things, ‘a general appreciation of the art © 
learning’.'® A Fabian Society author, in 1959, expressed the view that 
the feature which distinguished a university from other institutions W3$ 
that they were, or should be, concerned ‘with ways of thinking about 
things rather than with techniques for doing things’! - a distinctio” 
that has been explored with one degree or another of acceptance O" 
rejection in discussions of higher education internationally throughout 
the nineteenth and twentieth centuries.'67 Many have rejected or 
dichotomy, proposing like Lord Eustace Percy that ‘the aim of 3 
education is to teach men to think, and the method of all nighe! 
education is, while encouraging the student’s mind to work in all sorts 
of spheres and on all sorts of subjects, to exercise it intensively on some 
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particular body of knowledge’.!®* Percy’s double emphasis on al has 
gained increased relevance in the second half of the twentieth century 
with the proliferation of types of higher and further education institu- 
tions. It is clear that in relation to university education specifically there 
has been a continuing demand inside and outside the institutions that 
students should learn to learn. A professor of history at a new university 
in the early 1960s expressed his ideal as ‘an independent student, 
helped to discover not only new knowledge but himself, becoming 
increasingly self-reliant (and self-critical) as he becomes more 
knowledgeable’.!® Against the background of recent expansion of 
higher education such an emphasis has been consistent and strong. A 
working party of the Association of University Teachers on Universities 
in the 1970s underlined that even when university education was 
Vocational, it was concerned with principles, with creativeness, 
criticism and flexibility.” A professor of social policy described the 
Purpose of higher education as being ‘to induct our students into the 
Practice of sound argument within a discipline’. GKN added ‘self- 
learning as a continual process’ to the Robbins objectives for higher 
education, !72 Research into higher education took on a new dimension 
in the 1960s and 1970s, including student differences, learning, and 
aims and intentions. Reflecting on his research into student experience 
of higher education, Peter Marris offered the view that higher 
education ‘aims to teach students how to abstract, from a particular 
Context, principles by which they can organize the perception of their 
Universe of thought’. It ‘sets out to meet the need of those who want to 
develop their power of understanding as an unbounded skill: and by 
this aim it asserts the value of this skill, both to its students and the 
Society which supports it’.!7? 
The attempt to define, from the employer 
Viewpoint, the desirable balance between specific and general prepara- 
tion for occupations, for service, for leadership, for whatever, 1s 
Obviously central to definitions of higher education and of its com- 
Ponent parts. The distinction between what is vocational and what is 
academic is, as we have seen in a number of ways, difficult to make and 
to sustain.'74 Within the expressed expectations of higher education, 
and within its responses, there is, however, a clear indication of 
resistance to the over-specific, interest in the process of learning how to 
“ontinue to learn, and a search for the right kind of breadth. As the 
Sint Advisory Committee on Engineering Education put it to the 
obbins Committee - ‘a liberal education which produces a balance of 


5 and everyone else’s 
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outlook and interests’ was what it considered to be a requirement for a 
career in engineering.'” 

All of these attempts to define content and aim are ultimately part of a 
centuries-old debate about the nature of a ‘liberal’ (or ‘broad’ or 
‘general’) education.!° The Swann Committee’s insistence on the need 
for ‘science-based generalists’, or employers’ stress on ‘all-round ability’ 
or ‘character’ or other pre-requisites, have to be viewed against this 
background. Statements such as one by the FBI in 1961 that it 
supported an expansion of university entrance so as to permit more 
students ‘a more prolonged period of broadly based education’,'” 
continue a tradition, seek to adapt it and continue to present familiar 
and difficult questions of definition. In an effort to solve such problems 
there have in recent decades, in addition to the promotion of ‘liberal 
studies’ courses for some science and technology students, been 
attempts to promote new structures in higher education, based On 
varied conceptions of general education - a prominent one being the 
Pippard proposal for a two-year basic and general higher education 
rooted in the ‘mainstream’ subject’. There have also been strategies for 
approaching technology as a liberal study.!78 Controversy around these 
and similar approaches and issues has aroused passion on all sides.!” It 
has related to specific questions of, for example, work experience and 
student choice. It underlies the view of the Institution of Production 
Engineers expressed to the Robbins Committee that engineering educa 
tion should both be broad and identify students with the engineering 
profession and practice from the outset.'*° It underlies, similarly, the 
recommendations of the Finniston Report on the engineering profes” 
Sion some two decades later, when the committee - finding that ‘most 
current first-degree courses are not generally well-matched to the 
requirements of industry’ - stated: ‘our firm view is that formal 
engineering teaching should be closely oriented to practice and applic?” 
tions’. It should therefore provide work experience from the early 
stages, and attempt to provide an integrated mix of theory, applicatio” 
and experience, where Possible through collaborative schemes with 
employers.'*! More broadly, Lord Butler thought students whilst 3" 
a Peete a ‘closer contact with professional He 

noice, the paramount question has, of course, been t 
of delayed specialization, reflected in various ways in our previous 
discussions. Butler talks about the university needing to ‘organise 
specialization, to come at a later date’.18 The Engineering Employe' 
Federation rejected the Finniston Co 


DUN : mmittee’s proposed restructurin’ 
of engineering education partly on t 


he grounds that 
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sai eee of leadership potential is notoriously difficult, 
n is : i ation. Consequently there are grave doubts about the 
aoe cademic institutions to select after only a year, and at the 

nineteen, individuals who are likely to become the managers 
and leaders in the industry.'** 


O raised to accomplish such delayed specialization in 
teat prona = nen been those in favour of such delays at the school 
BA er: g the ebates of the 1960s and 1970s about the nature of 
i ais at a sixteen and eighteen, and related questions of 
he Soci pyc ly those of the sixth form, and of direct interest to 
Fann fhe fia. ue in this context, the strongest message came 
ihe Wee. sas i ommittee on science and technology at the end of 
TER Bh a eee premature decisions against science and techno- 
these ber 2 broad courses of study for sixth formers." All of 
RS a ave also led directly into those about institutional 
ifferences. 


I 
NSTITUTIONAL DIFFERENCES 


discussions of higher education 
of debate about the existence 
al or liberal education anda 
ates have therefore been 
fferent groups in society 
e liberal professions and 
dents and the institu- 


an and twentieth-century 
ae ‘dees ed strong and confused threads 
iene outs of frontiers between a gener: 
shiuttie or professional education. These deb 
_ the WPS ep of higher education of di: 
Danaher ished church and nonconformity, th 
fits ne arses and public employers, stu i ; 
euie $i education themselves - their own interpretations of their 
aent F and roles, and the interpretations of those who have 
PR to speak for them. Around technology and the applied 
entry ‘6: around an increasing range of ‘utilitarian subjects pressing for 
me the higher education definition, there have been prolonged 
Rites raises - focusing in particular on what it 1s proper for institu- 
eheom teach. In England the debates of the nineteenth century 
and oe both what was appropriate within the ancient universities 
‘univer aE was appropriate to the newly created university colleges and 
rea The debates extended to the nature of a proper form of 
and t education for the provincial captains of industry and commerce; 
E o the acceptability of models developed in Scotland or continental 
urope or the United States. 
stituencies have expected of 


hes analysis of what the various con 
gher education, especially in the late nineteenth and twentieth 
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centuries, shows the extent to which these various discussions have 
been bound up with conflicting perceptions of the need for and nature 
of different kinds of institutions. Expectations of higher education have 
increasingly become expectations of sectors of higher education as the 
system has expanded - especially with the designation of the second 
generation of ‘polytechnics’ in the late 1960s and of colleges and 
institutes of higher education in the late 1970s. These developments 
have raised important further questions of definition, including the 
nature of what is on offer in the different sectors and institutions and 
sectors of the more and more complex ‘higher education’. The contro- 
versies about vocational and non-vocational, liberal and professional 
education, narrowness and breadth, and all the other issues surrounding 
the shape and content of higher education, are reflected in the comment 
of a university vice-chancellor in 1969 - after the designation of the 
polytechnics: what worried him about the new institutions was ‘that 
they are a good deal too “technic” and not enough “‘poly”’’.!8° Such an 
anxiety is, in modern dress, part of two centuries of difficulty in 
England in locating a proper position and status in higher education for 
the disciplines born of or evolving with the pressures of the changing 
world. An 1860s version of it was John Stuart Mill’s view that 
education for the professions was not the job of universities, that 
schools of medicine or industrial arts should be separate from (if 
adjacent to) the universities, and that such schools were not ‘education 
properly so called’, '87 

Discussion of institutional differences, therefore, relates not only tO 
the changing shape and status of knowledge and skills, but also to the 
changing scale and pattern of recruitment to a wider range of institu- 
tions attempting to meet the demands of a developing and more ope? 
society. In Britain, as in other countries, wider access to higher 
education, and the creation of new institutions and sectors to fill out a 
pattern of expanded higher education, have transformed the discussion 
ef expectations’ of higher education, and the definition of highet 
education itself. Different expectations of new institutions have 
developed on the part of different publics, as well as uncertainties and 
confusions about the nature and Purposes of different types and 
versions of institutions. The history of diversification in English higher 
education relates to the establishment of London as a new kind © 
oe T subsequent development of the range of new university 
colleges and then universities. It r ar 
“drift?!** of the late Near se al = eo en o 

y polytechnics, to the colleges 
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advan 

sige pana a! the 1950s and their absorption into the 
ites ad : a anı > the creation of polytechnics in the 1960s, and 
atetan a . co! ae and institutes of higher education. The 
atten ambient e ers of the earlier additions to the system were 
‘penera! PER gece in compromises between utilitarian and 
i eiediediecar ret the needs of the new student populations of 
PEN ng = or Leeds. The establishment of universities 
P galore ese a tered the pattern of expectations of higher or 
the 1980s have fai me training. The ‘binary’ decisions of 
AEA ise affected expectations of higher education or of 

T ; AN 

e a Er S between universities and ‘public sector’ 
the be $ TN issue ofthe Labour government’s White Paper on 
OS ER > ne intended to produce visible distinctions of 
Anthony Paaa m wa courses. The ostensible commitment of 
educetion sector HE is advisers and successors was to a higher 
o e ore responsive to national or public needs, more 
footing n pe cas and service sectors of the economy, and on a 
Caines ya ing like parity with the universities. The Robbins 
dha Vasa een urged, for example by the Association of Educa- 
courses and fii E remove status differences between ara 
status in the oe a-onsi parable level which were denied ‘the same 
femoval oe aR E a ,'8? and the Committee itself called for the 
finctionst: s differences between institutions performing similar 
signations or limitations that 
hat are performing similar 
rounds, whether 
at should inform 


gies see the removal of any de 

elie yawn! between institutions that 

oiai istinctions based on adventitious gi 

Riehen ed or social, are wholly alien to the spirit thi 
ucation.!°° 


T i 
ae of the binary system seemed to many people, including 
emphasis a to be in the spirit of these demands, and Sir Edward Boyle 
mean ‘et ed in 1966, quoting Robbins, that the binary system did not 
1967 ernal separation’.'” One critic of the proposed new structure in 
TAE TA Crosland as preferring a binary system to a ladder 
Sao but felt that Crosland’s arguments were based on an 
instit led view of the universities as conservative and high-level 
E utions, and that the necessity of a new sector was not proven. 
qually important, he thought the new proposals only nominally 
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changed anything for the polytechnics, in reality represented a cutting 
back of plans for higher education, and had led Crosland himself by 
1967 to begin to withdraw from the binary concept.!9? The two sectors, 
emphasised the AUT in 1971, were not providing distinct forms of 
education, and the binary assumptions about their respective defini- 
tions were untenable: ‘What manner of sense is this?! 

The statements about the new polytechnics by Crosland and Patrick 
Gordon Walker, in the White Paper itself, and the discussions sur- 
rounding it and the establishment of the polytechnics from 1968, 
contain profound ambiguities about the distinctive nature of the new 
institutions, and about the range and levels of their work. Comment- 
ators on the political right and left and in all reaches of the educational 
system have since stressed how nebulous or non-existent were the terms 
of reference of the polytechnics at their creation, The polytechnics, 
Suggested John Pratt and Tyrrell Burgess, were designated without 
explicit objectives, their intended tole as comprehensive academic 
communities was left unexplained, and they were allowed to take part 
in the ‘historical process of aspiration’ which they termed ‘academic 
drift” - and in so commenting they implied that the polytechnics were 
and ought to be at a level below the university one towards which they 


‘drifted’ upwards. A Conservative Research Department author wrote 
in 1978 that: 


Polytechnics were not established with any clear directive that they 
should concentrate on technical and scientific education . . . While it 
was expected that polytechnics would be more industry-based and 
would concentrate on vocational, practical, scientific and technical 
education, the 1966 White Paper did not make this clear... They 


have grown to be very similar to universities and face broadly the 
same problems. !95 


A parliamentary select commi 
the view in 1976 that the 
advanced technology, 


ttee on science and technology expressed 
polytechnics had, like the earlier colleges of 
been allowed to drift and had an ‘ambivalent and 
ill-defined role’. It regretted that no effort had been made to establish a 
parallel system of technical institutions and colleges which would have 
been excellent in their own right and would have represented a new 
concept in higher education.!% The Secretaries of State for Education 
and Science and Industry, replying to the select committee report, 


denied that the role of the polytechnics had been ‘ambivalent oF 
misunderstood’. !%7 
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The ambiguities surrounding the future institutions can be located in 
discussions about their intended student body, degree and pre-degree 
levels of work and research, and along a number of other axes. One of 
these, regarding the level or quality of students, is one to which we shall 
return, but one important area of public confusion to underline has 
been the question of ‘lower level’ work at the polytechnics, with 
extensive ignorance being constantly revealed about the nature and 
level of work being conducted there (and in the colleges of higher 
education). Nowhere have these misconceptions been greater than 
amongst university staffs and political activists. The extent of the 
confusion has been visible in a whole range of public discussions about 
the binary system, the polytechnics, the colleges and institutes of 
education, and the ‘distinguishing features’ of these institutions and the 
universities. In response, the polytechnics had to fight to clarify their 
role in the 1970s and were clearly pulled in different directions. The 
Committee of Directors of Polytechnics (CDP), in particular, has 
increasingly emphasized a ‘strong’ definition of the institutions and 
their differences from universities. The CDP announced in 1974 that 
the polytechnics wished not to be given but to earn ‘parity of esteem 
With the universities, that they had been given by government the 
‘innovative task of developing higher education along polytechnic 
lines’, and that the development of higher education in colleges under 
the aegis of local authorities’ had been ‘one of the relatively unacclaimed 
achievements in education in this country, and the emergence of the 
Polytechnics is the culmination of a development which has gone on for 
More than a hundred years’. The word polytechnic meant ‘many arts, 
many skills’, and polytechnic education covered a wide span of ith 
including the technologies, the arts and humanities, studies in profes- 
Sions such as law and accountancy, in the social services for social 
Workers, health visitors, probation officers, and courses for teachers, 
architects, librarians, planners, designers and so on." re 

The assertion of the ‘polytechnic’ and ‘comprehensive’ quality © Ae 
new institutions, however, did not easily demarcate them from t e 
universities, or from the new colleges and institutes of higher education 
Which were created in the late 1970s out of some of the ea 
colleges of education and other colleges engaged in advanced further 
education. The polytechnic directors’ strong self-definition Sige 
affirmed more clearly, and at the same time with new ansiedes, © § 
House of Commons select committee € 0. A memorandu 


from the CDP states: 


arly in 198 
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The polytechnics are committed to a vocational emphasis in all on 
courses; the universities (broadly) are committed to the progress A 
validation of basic academic disciplines through research. There A 
proper overlap of courses in the two types of institutions wi a 
different approaches to teaching. In this sense, the polytechnics ani : 
universities have a role definition. What is not clear is the distinctive 
ness and role of the other colleges. Role definition is important and so 
what is done and how it is done flows from this. The clearer the role 
definitions, the more distinctive is the ethos and objectives of the 
institutions. When the objectives are clear, the performance of the 
institution can be measured with more clarity and indicators of 
performance can be developed.!% 


The CDP here reaffirms distinctions which have been common Ns 
discussions of higher education since the creation and development p 
new institutions in the second half of the nineteenth century, and it 
suggests clarities about commitment and role that have in fact been 
controversial throughout that period. The extent of the uncertainty ae 
underlies the claim of distinctiveness can be seen in the difficulty 0 
defining what constitutes different ‘approaches to teaching’ and the 
curriculum comparison which, it has frequently been pointed out, is 
more than an ‘overlap’. One of the polytechnic directors himself spelled 
out in detail why it is not Possible to portray the polytechnics and 
universities as largely distinct but overlapping in their curriculum 
range. The argument is simple: 
English, French, German, 
Applied Sociology, Business 
puting, Physics, Chemistry, 
ing, Polymer Science and 
Teaching Studies, Architect 


Spanish, Classics, Law, Sociology» 
» Management, Mathematics, Com- 
Biology, Geology, Electronic Engineer- 
Technology, Geography, Librarianship» 


ure and Environmental studies, a 
ing and Applied Economics, Institutional Management . . . Is this 


university or a polytechnic? Answer - the Polytechnic of North 
London. Consider the following subjects - accountancy, building» 
ceramics, commercial food science, fuel technology, glass tech- 
nology, brewing, mining, oil technology, pharmacy, surveying» 


textiles - found in universities or polytechnics? Answer - in Britis 
universities." 


Bice naff : r ; f 
And in similar vein a Liberal Party spokesman on education talked F 
the ‘fallacy that there is a difference of role between universities an! 
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polytechnics, the one providing the highest quality of research-oriented 
academic education, and the other learning the more prosaic duty of 
training people to do particular jobs’. Universities, he pointed out, 
produce - among others - doctors, dentists, speech therapists, town 
planners and naval architects.” 

It is important, in considering expectations of higher education, to be 
aware that statements of clear role differences amongst institutions, and 
the various ways in which it is attempted to define and categorize these 
roles, are in fact surrounded by uncertainty and ambiguity. They form 
part of long traditions of British and international debate about the aims 
of higher education and of education in general. The assumptions, 
definitions and classifications involved have become important areas of 
debate in many countries. Students, employers, parents, tax-payers, 
Constituencies of all kinds - including the institutions themselves - are 
concerned with the basis of claims about the distinctiveness and 
Purposes of the different institutions, and with their relationship to 
hoped-for solutions to salient social problems. s 

There remains, as a central factor in this discussion, the long-standing 
awareness that differences amongst institutions include differences of 
status - hierarchies - and that expectations of higher education and of 
future position and rewards are conditioned by them. Whether it be 
Lord Hailsham in 19612 or the Committee of Vice-Chancellors and 
Principals (CVCP) in 1970, there has been a concern for the distinctive 
University commitment to research - and by implication a strong 
assumption that research is either non-existent, weak or inappropriate 
in other institutions. The CVCP statement of 1970 is clear in this 
respect, describing the distinctive character of the polytechnics as 
comprehensive’, in that they have not only first degree but also non- 
degree courses, reflecting their involvement with vocational training. 
Undergraduate teaching in universities, on the other hand 


is centred almost exclusively on degree level courses, and is under- 
taken over a much broader subject range and in the context of a deep 
involvement of the teaching staff in research, thus pesateinn mie 
Teady development of many areas of cross-disciplinary study om 
a high degree of specialisation in single-subject honours courses. x $ 
Special character of university courses lies in the fact that they refle! 
the direct link between teaching and research and scholarship up to 
the boundaries of existing knowledge.”” 


, F ain raises questions 
Some ofthis (broader subject range’ for example) again q 
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of overlap of definition with the polytechnics, but the important ow 
is the strong insistence on the assumed exclusiveness - or oe >p 
‘special character’ - of university research-based activity, BE, se 
implications this has for the status of the institution, and the char 

its clientele. k 
gi is a widely perceived university-polytechnic hierar y 
whatever the distinguishing characteristics to which appeal is mai = 
Lord Hailsham, as we have Seen, was aware in the early 1960s soe 4 
university/technical institution snobbery based on ‘heresies’ about > * 
it is more or less ‘gentlemanly’ to study. University staffs in the 19 
saw the polytechnic system as 


different and inferior to their own ... The polytechnics, at least 5 
far, have not become a serious alternative form of higher education E 
the minds of university dons, They impinge very little on t ; 
consciousness of those who have been brought up and now hold ee 
in universities, They are thought of vaguely as a tier cong 
universities in the ramifications of post-secondary education. d 
typical view is that the universities do and should be equipped an 
paid to do advanced teaching and research at a higher level.” 


iversiti the 
Universities, as we have also seen, are expected by many to be e 

; ; E E sty iG 
homes of pure Science, as against the technical institutions which 
the producers of the lower ranks, assistants, craftsmen 205 


5 i it 
To a greater or lesser extent, therefore, the existence of non-university 
higher education is often explici 


the universities and their ‘ 
priately located elsewhere, 
binary structure has been 


nal rather than local).208 r 
f approaching institutional differences» 
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not hierarchical, but what the UGC in A Note on Technology in 
Universities in 1950 described (referring to universities and technical 
colleges) as a difference ‘not in status or grade, but in kind’.*” The aims 
of the technical college, suggested Lord Eustace Percy, were essentially 
the same as - and the constraints similar to - those of the university: 


Ifit be asked whether the specialised courses at technical colleges are 
in fact calculated to teach a man to think, the answer is that the same 
doubts may well be entertained about them as we have already 
suggested about the specialised degree courses of universities.” 


In their different ways both of these suggest a common-but-different 
approach to categories of institutions, and on such a basis the emphasis 
has been on specific ‘functional’ differences. One author pleads that 
technical courses should be left to technical colleges, ‘which are better 
fitted to teach the mechanics of business’.”!' Differences, as we have 
Seen, have been expressed in terms of the ‘teaching’ commitments and 
Other features of the polytechnics, and most of these relate to the 
pocational/non-vocational issues we have discussed, and have raised 
ùndamental difficulties of various kinds.” 

A version of the argument in relation to the binary system and the 
Polytechnics has related to the ‘functions’ of the polytechnics in 


Providing ‘all-through’ routes, from sub-degree to post-graduate. The 


existence of sub-degree courses in the polytechnics can be seen both as a 
f the all-degree university,” 


m á . A 
S ER of preserving the essential purity 0 f 
nd as a positive feature of institutions which are at all levels offering 


Second chance’ or alternative routes through the higher education 
System. This argument relates also to the large polytechnic commit- 
ment to part-time courses. A university director of extra-mural studies 
Summarized the identity of polytechnics in 1973 as follows: 


The distinguishing characteristics of a polytechnic are that it is 
Primarily technologically based, serves 4 particular neighbourhood, is 
devoted primarily to teaching rather than research, is open to part 
tme students, is dependent on the services of part time teachers, and 
1s notably less autonomous than a university.?" 


Both aspects of the part-time tradition are important to this definition. 
e emphasized the distinctive 


Wo research studies of polytechnics hav 

; polytechnics acu 
view of the role of polytechnics held by their staffs and the conflicting 
views within that overall perception - with older-established staff being 
described in 1975 as stressing the needs of industry and increased links 
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with employers, and newer staff emphasizing the coe 
higher education not available elsewhere and becoming more 

A ities 215 
Seta ties of the different roles of different institutions have nie 
had to be tested against the rhetoric and the realities of the eee 
structure since the late 1960s. There are those who have seen 
crystallizing binary structure as incurring the danger of a permane : 
division of ‘utilitarian’ and ‘non-utilitarian’ education.2!© There ar 
those who have seen it as a preliminary - perhaps a necessary ‘one Ale 
diversification, the Provision of new dimensions of ‘mass higher 
education, and as the best way to achieve collaboration across existing 
divides. Within the universities themselves the policy has been ie 
with divided and confused reactions.2!7 The accusation of upwar 
academic drift on the part of the polytechnics has continued to be made. 
The polytechnics, suggests Guy Neave, have emulated the universities, 
because no distinct objectives were set for them, and they have therefore 
- like the universities - based their programmes not on defined need but 
on student demand.?!§ Jack Embling has described the failure of the 
polytechnics to establish a new and different role, and their attempt t0 
achieve a difficult balance towards and away from the university 
model.” Keith Hampson, presenting a Conservative view of higher 
education, has appealed for an end to the academic drift.22° ; 

It is important but difficult, against this background of uncertainty 
and controversy, to see the extent to which students’ and employers 
expectations of higher education have been influenced by the binary 
division. 

So far as students are concerned, 
attitude and to choice. Donaldson i 
degree courses at Enfield College of 
largely inconclusive data: 67 per cent 
nic sector ‘as offering an education 
needs of society, with onl 
to the universities’ 


the evidence relates mainly t° 
n 1970 investigated entrants tO 
Technology and reported saute 
of respondents saw the polytech 
which was more relevant to the 
y 2 per cent of respondents giving this sig 
» though 51 per cent of them had previously appli¢ 

to a university. Students’ Perceptions of differences between the ae 
types of institution focused overwhelmingly on this issue of socia 
relevance, with much more ambiguous response to suggestions O 
differences based, for example, on access to careers and benefit from 
contact with research.22! A Study carried out in 1976 of factors affecting 
student choice of and admission to a university, a college of educatio? 
and a polytechnic in Coventry, started from the assumption that institu 
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tions on either side of the binary line were intended to fulfil different 
functions. In all three institutions, however, it was found that students 
allocated priority motives for entering higher education similarly, with 
the highest importance being attached by students in all of the institu- 
tions to the motive ‘to obtain access to more interesting jobs’. The 
conclusion reached by the investigators is expressed as follows: 


the three institutions have a markedly different image in their own 
eyes and, it was thought, in the eyes of the public. From a national 
point of view they were divided both by the binary line and by what 
in America would be termed their different ‘missions’. Yet their 
candidates for admission seemed to have almost precisely similar 
motives for entering higher education and very similar reasons for 
accepting places at each of the three institutions.” 


It is not clear that the questions asked in these two instances make it 
Possible to comment confidently on the nature of student attitudes and 
Perceptions. What is more clear is that different choices are made on the 
basis of some form of differential image or motive. Two research 
Projects have made it clear that however students may define their 


Motives, they do in fact form separate constituencies. 

In the Lancaster University investigation of fifth and sixth formers to 
School, work and higher education, carried out in 1975, the conclusion 
reached was that students separated out into different constituencies. 
The students who give a university as their first choice of higher 
education institution for the most part also gave universities as their 
Second and third choices. Only 8 per cent of those who gave a university 
as their first choice ‘seriously considered another type of institution a 
desirable second choice’ (for three-quarters of them it was a poly- 
technic); a further 1 per cent had considered another type of institution 
as their third choice. The investigators found that those whose first 
choice was a polytechnic were ‘slightly less exclusive in their tastes (a 
Quarter had a second choice of another type of institution, and another 
20 per cent gave another type as their third choice). College of 
education students were ‘closely wedded to that type of institution’. 
The final verdict was that ‘it does appear from this evidence that each 


; ; 223 
Category of institution has a fairly well defined clientele of its NE 8 
By the time this project was being reported on the colleges 


Education and some other institutions were forming rai and 
institutes of higher education, and entrants to three of these co ce 
Were studied between 1976 and 1979. A conclusion reached was that 
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‘about two-fifths of B.A. students would have preferred to have gone to 
university but very few students would have preferred a polytechnic’. 
Of BEd students in these three colleges, in fact, only 3 per cent would 
have preferred a place at a polytechnic (13 per cent would have 
preferred a university). Of BA students overall only 4 per cent would 
have preferred a polytechnic (45 per cent would have preferred a 
university).?*4 

The background discussed above has obviously had a sustained 
impact on generations of students’ thinking about what to expect of a 
university education (as well as of an education at different categories of 
university) on the one hand, and of an education at a technical college; 
late nineteenth-century polytechnic, college of advanced technology; 
1970s polytechnic, or college or institute of higher education, on the 
other hand. The images of the institutions have been composite ones 
formed from a variety of historical elements, and influencing not only 
Prospective students, but also those who surround them - school- 
teachers, advisers, parents and potential employers. A group of 
researchers at University College, Swansea, in the late 1970s, explored 
both students’ attitudes to employment, and employers’ opinions of 
university and polytechnic graduates. The former study confirmed 
earlier ones which showed that students in higher education had strong 
vocational motivation for entering it. The interesting finding was that 
in this case it was the university students who had the stronger 
vocational reasons for attending their institutions (‘university gives 4 
more interesting job’). The conclusion was that a high proportion O 
polytechnic students had tried and failed to gain admission to 3 
university, and that polytechnics were therefore 


chosen by students not so much because of positive reasons of careet 
Orientation, but as a second best university education . . . It is difficult 
to see how polytechnics can be regarded as different but equal tO 
universities when their intake of students is clearly inferior to that © 
universities ... Whatever the intention, amongst students and careers 


advisers, polytechnics are considered not just as different, but inferior 
to universities .225 


The parallel study of employers’ opinions produced the clear view that 
employers considered that there was a difference of academic quality 
between university and polytechnic graduates (71 per cent perceived i 
difference and 29 per cent did not). Of the ones who perceived ĉ 
difference, 83 per cent thought that ‘universities produce bette! 


Expectations 7 oricai antlers 2 
” fi 
of higher education: some hist ical poi tei 3 


student i ; 

ee ihe and intellectually’. Reasons given included the 
Oi E e a ytechnic courses, the poor attitude of polytechnic 
HER A i Ae orientation of the polytechnics. Employers of 
ence Siew eae graduates sought almost identical qualities, 
Gites E 3 potential significantly more often in the case 
ak orena Eke = niversity students were more frequently seen 
senas e oni E whereas polytechnic students were 
e av erie pa level’. The researchers felt that the most 
Weesiinga carn a inding ae the ‘lack of importance given to 
aime-sicees of ed y employers _ The crux of the analysis in both of 

search is as follows: 


there i 
s 
agreement between employers and both university and 


ol ; 
a oe that vocational training was not a factor which 
differences ae genie looking for graduates « - - The many 
technic nt n employers’ perception of university and poly- 
character. Howe ig that the polytechnics have a distinctive 
producing bath te it appears that polytechnics are viewed as 
-rate graduates both intellectually and socially.?”° 


The : 
ener seer ae unanimity amongst students, employers, the 
identity ius igher education, and the public at large, as to the 
As RRE n leh of institutions on either side of the binary line. 
iwo sentre, H e history of higher education 1n Britain over the past 
disposed oP sa ea produced diversity, but have not 
PERNS mie y- Expectations of higher education, whether those 
those es ee = advisers, of their prospective employers, OF of 
incorporate ae and provide the institutions and what they offer, 
of the on fie awareness of the present, aS well as flourishing legacies 
literarie o s arguments and concepts enshrined in the most familiar 
eretan 0! less stable and serviceable when set amongst the 
ions and opinions of those whom the spokesmen were perhaps 


Only di 
y dimly aware of as audiences. 


I 
MPLICATIONS 
sary to an historical study of 


Weh 
avi 
e taken a number of elements neces 
eth centuries, and we have 


€xpectati é 
Pele in the nineteenth and twenti 
ed mainly the more recent ones with an eye to available evidence 


Of th $ 
eee attitudes of the various constituencies involved. We have not 
matically analysed discrete groups, and we have had to omit, for 
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example, art, commercial and teacher education. Our analysis te 
discussion have indicated the ambiguous and controversial nature o t 
concepts concerned in discussions of higher education in Ei 
decades. They have demonstrated how open are questions about t 
‘vocational’, ‘relevant’, ‘professional’ or other - including skeet 
expectations of what higher education can offer or produce. The 
discussions have been situated in a long-standing historical debate about 
dichotomies and polarities. A version of this discussion occurs n an 
American commentary on ‘Value Patterns and Power Conflict 1n 
American Higher Education’ in 1969, in which John D. Mien 
chancellor of the Ohio Board of Regents, discussed the two culina: 
goals of American higher education — ‘humane learning’ and ‘profes 
sional education’. He Suggested that value patterns amongst rege 
prevented them from acknowledging ‘that the major objective © 
American higher education is professional education, is the i aes 
of talent for meaningful and productive participation in the professiona 
pursuits of American society’. Whilst reluctant to admit that purpose, 
we are nonetheless vigorous in our Pursuit of it. At the same time - - - 
we are almost all of us loud in our declaration of loyalty to the concept 
of liberal education or humane learning, but exceedingly inept in any 
endeavor to give such purpose real meaning or process. ?? 
This reluctance, confli 
lems of values involved į 


the basis of the definition. Burton R. Clark, 1? 


ion. The nature of work was changing, ne 
expansion was running in parallel with il 
wer social class Origins, with the need for mo 


standards were rising, 
arrival of students of lo 
experts of all kinds: 
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oe hint United States and elsewhere, the ‘clash’ has 
à the search for alternative curricula or new institu- 
ee of ee ways of tracking and routing students, and 
Ene omit eda o S and accountability of institu- 
PRONE n ra an agencies. The demands for accountability 
Ta a Ae — e 1970s and 1980s, grown to unprecedented levels. 
lisse ited States the manting fear has been of higher education 
ae, tae governmental >? being subjected to increasing state 
fave Dee al regulation and pressure. In Britain, as we have seen, there 
stan n protracted disagreements about the definition of different 
tors of higher education - and therefore about the different nature 
and extent of their accountability and its channels. Economic vagaries, 
ba needs, and considerations of national defence, technological 
Fs Pine future standards of living and social stability, have all 
Honegte ni attitudes ofthe constituencies we have considered, and have 
Shivers Pragmatic considerations into play: ‘the society pays for 
it’,230 on because it is thought to be to the advantage of those who get 
Against these trends, it has often become unpopular or difficult to 
assert ‘traditional’ values of ‘humane learning’ or ‘liberal education’, or 
even -~ as in the 1920s and 1930s - to suggest where they can or should 
Coincide. It has not always been impossible, however, to assert these 
values within the context of the technological, industrial and economic 
lec themselves. An example from the political world was offered 
y Michael Stewart in 1957, arguing the need for a royal commission 
Speel education, It was the duty of universities, he told the House 
ile ommons, to meet society’s vocational needs, but also to hand on to 
Next generation ‘standards of values and beliefs on which our 
Civilization rests’. In planning the distribution of resources, he argued, 
the whole structure of technology and technical education was ‘ulti- 
Mately determined by our idea of the place and purpose of a university 
<- No sound relation between university and technical education can 
be established without clear ideas as to the function of a university’. He 
indicated also that industrialists and scientists like Sir Alexander Fleck, 
A. D. Bonham Carter and Sir John Cockroft, had made it clear that 


i aos ‘J ‘ 
ee was asking of the universities a supply of graduates who can 
ink and act for themselves, capable of choosing between truth zt 
n it be 


falsehood, wisdom and folly, beauty and ugliness; nor Ca 
local government and 


s ‘ 3 
Uggested that the State, the public corporations, 10C: : 
Commerce need men and women less qualified in these respects . 
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Stewart coupled these emphases on liberal values with the declaration 
that it was ‘not right to suggest that the universities of Great Britain are 
indifferent to the problems of fitting students to life in the modern 
world’.?3! Historically, it is important to see what patterns of popular 
opinion are reflected or challenged by statements of this kind. 

A history of expectations obviously implies an analysis not only of 
this balance, but also - as we have seen particularly in the case of 
students’ expectations - of the tension between what people have wished 
to happen or hoped would happen in and as a result of higher education, 
and on the other hand what they have expected would happen. Further- 
more, concepts like ‘expectations’ and ‘constituencies’ have to be 
broken down historically into meaningful components (categories of 
student, scale and nature of company, and so on). The concepts have to 
be seen as historically fluid, especially in the conditions of the second 
half of the twentieth century. Certain kinds of expectation can be seen 
to have been more central, differently defined, in some economic situa- 


tions, climates of opinion, hopes of employment rewards or satisfaction, 
than in others. 


Ultimately, 
one of the m 


l } pitalize on the past, erode it, adapt 
It or reject it. The picture Presented here is one in which traditions, 
have remained as part of the present 
ision, difficulties and decision-making 
rates most in this case is the insecurity 
ed in the organization of debate across 


ucation’, because they saw an intimate 
the ends both of vocation and of leisure nee 

urs fnot always in conjunction’.?? The history © 
the decisions, institutions, concepts, involved is more complex bur 
more revealing when the attitudes and expectations of others than the 


decision-makers, providers and institutional spokesmen are moved int 
the centre of the historical analysis. 
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with change, with crisis and with transformations. There is, in our 
view, a close association between historical understanding in rhis 
sense and a hopeful, progressive, politics.? 


This passage announced an approach to policy and to theory with a firm 
and precise commitment to ‘close and detailed’ historical description 
and analysis, and it served also as a reminder of the lack of serious and 
sustained attention to the processes of education in Britain since the 
Second World War, in spite of the large amount of sociological, 
political and even historical analysis of particular educational events, 
Processes and types of institution. There has been little such analysis in 
other countries, the handful of American examples including Joel 
Spring’s The Sorting Machine and Bowles and Gintis’s analysis of 
Schooling in Capitalist America. Unpopular Education offered a moment 
of reflection and synthesis not unlike that attempted in the previous 
decade by the latter. 

Education since 1944, like any social process or institution in any 
period, raises difficult questions of description, and therefore of selec- 
tion and emphasis. Whether historians remain committed to description 
and selection, or move explicitly into interpretation, their work is 
influenced or informed or governed by some kind of theory - from the 
least explicit, ‘common sense’ kind, to the most explict and overtly 
ideological. Historical selection is not random, and is conducted within 
the terms of the historian’s understandings of social, economic, politi- 
cal, cultural or otherwise defined processes. The very conceptions of 
‘social’, ‘economic’, *political’, ‘cultural’ and other categories involve 
commonly understood and accepted definitions and models - some of 
which we have previously seen emerging clearly only in the late 
nineteenth or early twentieth centuries. Historical description and 
analysis are often conducted as or amount to case studies in the relevant 
theory - whether or not it is explicit. As generations of historians have 
learned and relearned, to try to identify the history-theory relationship 
is to be involved in cross-frontier debates and disputes with sociologists» 
philosophers, and political and economic theorists. It also means 
involvement in profound controversies amongst historians themselves» 
and amongst variants of the same historical or theoretical standpoint. 

The process of establishing historical understandings, especially © 
the recent past, therefore involves an ability to portray and evaluate 
experience, a willingness to recognize the presence of theoretical 
pressures in such evaluations, and a readiness to conduct sensitive 
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dialogue between the experience and the theory. The determination of 
historical themes and periods - case studies of historical practice - needs 
to be that kind of sensitive dialogue, and helps us to make judgements 
and to take next steps (hopeful, progressive, politics’, in the words of 
Unpopular Education). Since the Second World War we have seldom 
been without a basis on which to analyse the relationship between 
education and society, to make short- and long-term judgements about 
Possibilities and potential and policies, and to act. We have never, of 
course, been without the dangers of idealism and error, or of excessive 
confidence or over-simplification. In the context of post-war reconstruc- 
tion and expansion, of welfare state planning and the analysis of welfare 
State limitations and social and political tensions, we have always, 
however, had a range of educational choices which have seemed to point 
towards some recognizable goal and better futures. Right or wrong, the 
Possibilities gave rise to some form of policy formulation and to action 

How and why those forms of confidence, that sense of choice, the 
apparent possibility of action, were diminished in the 1970s are 
Widespread international questions to which we shall return in the next 
chapter. They have involved loss of direction, the same kind of uncer- 
tainty and confusion in the United States or Denmark, Australia or 
Britain. A sensitive dialogue between the historical evaluation of 
experience, and the intrusive nature of theory, has never been more 
Necessary. Without it, the dangers are now either those of unproductive 
frustration, or the denial or romanticization of past, limited gains, and 
the abandonment of policy to the rhetoricians. The signs of such 
dialogue have in recent years been meagre and mainly unhelpful. 

5 If we are concerned with ‘schooling’, with the experience of education 
in schools and more widely with the formation and impact of policy, 
and with the relationship of these to political or social categories of 
Various kinds, it is important to establish a sense of the main issues 
identified by those involved. It is possible to cluster the main such 
issues under a number of headings, and although historians do not have 
to agree with the participants about the priorities to be attached to such 
Categories, they would be unwise to ignore them. Contemporary 
Perceptions of reality are part of the reality. Historians have privileged 
information, but it does not replace what people in day-to-day action 
Ought over to understand, to define, to protect or to change. In the 
three decades since the 1944 Education Act, without allocating any 
Order of priority, the issues at stake in Britain could be summarized in 


t n 
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Structure, provision and scale. This had to do with the length of 
school life and the raising of the school leaving age, the financing 
and level of provision in all sections of the educational system, the 
structure of organization and control - including teacher education, 
the provision of nursery education, and the reorganization of 
secondary education - and particularly the issue of the comprehen- 
sive school. Involved in many of these questions were others which 
had to do not only with organizational, administrative and financial 
issues, but also with technology and manpower and the ability of 
Britain, or British capitalism, to continue to compete successfully 
amidst mounting problems of international competition. They 
related also to notions of equality and opportunity, and the kind of 
Social structures to which educational development and access 
seemed to point. 

Curriculum. This resolved itself at different times into widely 
different issues to do with the subject matter of teaching, factors 
affecting the position of subjects in the curriculum and student 
choice of - outstandingly - science and mathematics as career- 
oriented studies, the nature of the curriculum in a period of the 
democratization of secondary education, the modernization of 
subject content, the in-service education and updating of teachers; 
and behind them all the structure of, and access to, knowledge. 
Method. This involved the Scrutiny of and research into teaching 
styles, the development of new teaching techniques - team 
teaching, the language laboratory and other teaching technologies, 
including programmed learning and the use of micro-teaching in 
teacher education. In the early part of this period the British 
interest in the ‘open classroom’ and informal infant teaching, the 
development of ‘integrated’ and ‘open’ teaching methods - 
especially in the primary school, became the focus of international 
interest. 

The social determinants of education and 
Although of international Concern, especially in the 1960s and 
1970s, these issues related in Britain in particular explicitly tO 
questions of social class, of Correlations between class and level of 
school achievement, and of the linguistic and other factors involved 
in the failure of working-class children to achieve the higher levels 
of secondary and tertiary education. In the late 1950s and the 
following decades, sociologists of education turned this into a major 
set of educational issues, related to all the policy issues subsumed 
under other headings. 


of pupil achievement. 


sf 
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The social functions of education. The issues concerned here were 
related to some of those above, but ranged through questions of the 
social mobility and welfare aspects of education to the curative and 
socially useful functions of schools with regard to salient social 
problems - promiscuity and venereal disease, drug abuse, traffic 
accidents, the seduction of the media and advertising, juvenile 
delinquency, ‘the generation gap’. Debates, often fiercely fought 
debates, about these issues, raised questions of the relationships 
between educational institutions and the wider society - and 
increasingly between schools, universities, polytechnics and 
colleges on the one hand, and industry and employment (or 
unemployment) on the other hand. 

Learning and cognitive development. Parents were often vociferously 
worried about the basic skills, learning readiness and the willing- 
Ness or unwillingness of the infant school to teach children formally 
to read. Teachers and teacher educators were increasingly involved 
in questions of the stages of children’s cognitive development. 
Behind the curricular and methods issues lay disputes about how 
children learn, about motivation, about learning skills across the 
whole range of human development. 

The ‘special’ child. Increased attention to old issues, and pressures 
to recognize new ones, led to changing perceptions and policies 
regarding the ‘special’ child. The educationally subnormal became 
the backward or slow, or the child with special needs. Those special 
needs were extended from the physically and mentally handicapped 
to the emotionally disturbed and the gifted. Long-standing commit- 
ments to special provision gave way to policies of integration in the 
normal environment. R 
Examinations, hurdles, certification, qualifications. More than in any 
other country, Britain was preoccupied with the apparatus of 
public, nation-wide structures and standards of testing and 
examining. Most controversial, and most long-running as a contro- 
versy, was that of public examinations at age sixteen, once the 
minimum school leaving age had been raised to that level. The 
General Certificate of Education and the Certificate of Secondary 
Education, their control, content, variety, monitoring, and 
existence, were crucial issues to public bodies, and to generations of 
children, parents and employers. Examinations at eighteen, 
entrance to higher education, the BEd for an all-graduate teaching 
Profession, the length of specialist higher education training for 
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engineering and other professions - and the qualifications to be 
awarded, were issues pervasive to the period. 

Purpose and values. If sociology, psychology and economics had 
their central places in many of the above debates, philosophy and 
‘common sense’ interest in educational ideas and outcomes were 
much in evidence. Discussions of accountability implied notions of 
purpose. Discussions of skills and basics and creativity and disci- 
pline implied notions of a ‘good’ education for the ‘right’ purposes. 
Involved in debates about school governors and government, the 
rights and roles of parents, the ‘community’ school, part-time 
higher education, adult education, and a host of other issues were 
notions of the ends of education. In discussions of the expansion of 
the universities or the reorganization of secondary schools were 
contests about the aims of educational institutions and of education 
itself. Books by philosophers and others about authority, about a 
liberal versus a vocational education, about schools and social 
change, about the roles and purposes of the various constituent 
elements and partners in the educational enterprise, very often 
came from and fed back to specialist audiences, but reflected 
concerns which were voiced with different intonations and inten- 
tons across the spectrum of society. The fact that, for example, 
religion or the public schools rarely surfaced in this period as major 
or prolonged public issues did not mean that previous levels of 
interest in and controversy around educational topics had subsided. 
The purposes and values under discussion were embodied in new 
forms of argument around a wider range of institutions and 
processes. 

Politics, government and policy. The issues at stake here are in some 
respects more tenuous. Who decides? What is the right balance 
between the central and local arms of government? Who has rights 
and how far can defiance be taken (against an order to reorganize 
secondary schools, against an instruction to cut expenditure; 
against the intention to close a school)? Debates have obviously 
been less about how policy is formed or implemented than about 
specific policies, their origins, the interests they represent or under- 
mine or ignore, their likely outcomes. Immigration from the late 
1950s and early 1960s, and its impact on the schools - first in con- 
nection with the English language, later in connection with cultural 
pluralism or inequalities - was obviously one area in which 
concerns about decision-making, community involvement, political 
stances came to the surface in education, More than any other 
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category, this general one brings us close to questions about the 
‘real’ agenda of the educational system and its controllers. Who 
decides, how, and to what end, are questions which bring us 
directly to those of ideology, of concepts which analysts bring into 
history from the political and social sciences, and from politics - 
capitalism, industrialism, social control, reformism, hegemony . . . 
and social democracy. 


Whatever else a discussion of schooling in modern capitalism, or 
Schooling and social democracy, needs to do, it must do what the 
authors of Unpopular Education recommended - be concerned with a 
close and detailed description and analysis, firmly set in time and 
Place’, and with continuity, change, crisis and transformation. 
Schooling is both experience and policy, and the concerns of the 
Schooled and the policy-makers are both part of the scenario. Educa- 
tonal policy, social democracy, capitalism, are questions of theory, and 
theory’ has no more of a hold on reality than has ‘history’. They are all, 
equally, questions of history, which has no more of a hold on reality 
than has theory. Without the historical test, theory may be beautiful but 
may be beyond validation and understanding. Without the theoretical 
test, history may be busy but blind. The history of education has to 
examine its own organizing concepts (including, for example, that of 
education’), and at some point engage both with the broad reaches of 
Policy, and with the close and detailed description and analysis of the 
Processes of education, and of people’s experience and perceptions of 
them. The most dangerous moments are when theory claims to be 
history, and when policy claims to be experience. , 

In 1977, Finn, Grant and Johnson published a paper that gained 
Some currency entitled ‘Social Democracy, Education and the Crisis’,? 
Which was the ancestor of Unpopular Education. It was a case study in 
the application of a certain kind of historical workmanship within a set 
Of theoretical, Marxist explanations. The theory and the critique, 

owever, tended to be shorthand and assertive, and the history of post- 
War Labour revisionism, sociology of education, teacher profession- 
alism, and the like, carried heavy but unexplored messages of social 
democratic ideology and of the capitalist state. The conceptual 
Machinery was robust and repetitive if not always clear. The paper 
talked of the ‘history of hegemony’, the ‘master category “hegemony "i 
a series of educational, incomplete and other hegemonies, the 

€gemony of sociological assumptions, ‘the hegemony of the Lacon 
arty’, and a newly emerging ‘political discourse’ within which a ‘new 
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hegemony’ was being forged on the basis of corporate capitalism. The 
paper was an exercise in a new kind of assertiveness, and as with all 
such single-minded positions the most difficult part of the exercise was 
to establish an acceptable - indeed any - dialogue between the theory 
(or in many cases the rudimentary vocabulary of theory) and the history 
(or in many cases the rudimentary guesswork of history). The result was 
a series of interesting and often useful messages, which were clearly 
intended to cohere into something more than that - the ‘hopeful, 
progressive, politics’ of the later formulation. In presenting its under- 
lying assumptions about the workings of society, and of capitalist 
Society specifically, the Paper rejected what it saw as functionalist 
approaches and social democratic policy. It set out to present an alter- 
native analysis of society and events based not on tangible, analysable 
conflicts and choices, but on theoretical positions to do overwhelmingly 
with power, intention and will. That the assumptions were focused on 
ruling class and ‘hegemonic’ power, intention and will, made the 
argument no less abstract, even idealistic, and the history no less 
subservient to, merely illustrative of, the organizing theory. There was 
no close-up sense of history, no engagement with the kinds of processes 
or experience of education and its tensions suggested above, only a 
preoccupation with illustrating the crisis and its social democratic roots, 
without history, and with some surfaces of education. 

If the 1977 paper was weak as an integrated case study of the pro- 
cesses and perspectives it appeared to set out to present, it was also - 
like much British and American radical literature of the decade - 
disappointing in offering an analysis which in fact pointed nowhere, left 
little or no hope for outcomes or action. It performed a set of ritual and 
circular logics - capitalism exploits, education under capitalism is part 
of the exploitation, social democracy fails to recognize and confront the 
class nature of capitalism, social democratic education policy 1$ 
constrained and defeated by capitalism, capitalism exploits. The very 
subtitles of the 1977 Paper pointed towards inevitable defeat for social 
democratic policy, whatever form it might take: ‘The Elements Are 
Contradictory’, ‘The Objectives Cannot Be Realised’, ‘The Policies 
Must Fail’. The argument was tentative, conjectural and assertive in 


erms of the post-war expan- 
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was a fundamental admission, since the paper had been structured as a 
piece of history, and the nature of post-war educational expansion has to 
be central to any form of analysis of the period. That somehow the 
ideology can be separated from the processes to which it relates is a 
Suggestion indicative of the kind of disembodied Marxism that became 
fashionable in Europe in the 1970s. In Britain, as in America and across 
the world, expansion was at the centre of all educational discussion and 
thinking in the late 1940s and subsequent decades. Its forms and 
Meanings are critical to the history of the period, and to attempt to 
detach ‘ideology’ from the realities of economics, demography and 
Social Pressures in the period is an evasion. The evasion suggests that it 
8 Possible to write a history, even a Marxist history, of the ideologies 
Without reference to their social roots and the sucess or failure of their 
Outcomes - or at least to subordinate the world of action to a form of 
Intellectual history. The bulk of the paper discussed the changing 
ideological condition of the Labour Party, the role of R.H. Tawney, 
Post-1944 socialist revisionism, the sociologists, teacher professionalism 
and the expansive framework of the 1960s. The final admission and the 
tenor of the paper in general, therefore, gave the impression that social 
Movements, conflict and debate over policy, social democracy and 
Social democrats were merely puppets or counters in the argument. The 
crisis’ was a crisis of theory, not of people caught in the difficulties of 
action. The paper pinned massive blame on the Labour Party’s per- 
Sistent failure ‘to educate the popular classes from within’ - it had 
instead sought access to the state ‘to educate from there’.> The implica- 
tion that in some way the trade union, radical, labour and socialist 
movements of the late nineteenth centuries should have acted as if in 
the conditions of the early nineteenth century was the kind of argument 
that made the paper romantically unhistorical, and Marxist only in the 
OOsest sense, : 
These limitations of the earlier paper are important to emphasize, 
because Unpopular Education, four years later, attempted to move on 
Tom them. It took a more extended look at its own theory, expanded 
and deepened the historical structure of the earlier work, and directly 
Confronted the past problems and ambiguities of a Marxist theory of 
education in a capitalist state. The strengths of the book were consider- 
able in this respect, including its sense of the magnitude of the 
Problems facing this kind of analysis. It presented perceptively the 
ficulties of the radical approach to education, and was anxious, In 
Seeking a ‘complex Marxism’, that what it offered should be seen as “a 
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practical demonstration that Marxist forms of analysis, drawing also on 
a whole range of 1970s’ insights, need not slip into a historical 
abstraction and mechanical “functionalism” balanced only by a hopeful 
thetoric’.° It therefore set out to explore the period since 1944 in ways 
which avoided ‘functionalist’ and therefore over-simplified history, but 
which also avoided the pitfalls of some theoretical writing - ones which 
resulted from ‘too swift a move from simple description, theory, Or 
abstraction to the full account of complex, concrete historical events 
and determinations’.’ It sought a form of enquiry which allowed for 
major structural change, and did not leave education standing still, 
waiting for other fundamental transformations. It rejected as ‘hope- 
lessly crude’ those models of cultural struggle and reproduction which 
‘assume a system of perfect communication or transmission’.® It 
criticized the work that had been unhistorical, and it offered a ‘more 
historical perspective’ than the ‘stronger versions’ of Marxism 
prevalent in the 1970s.° The book was therefore unquestionably more 
aware than the paper had been of the dilemmas of and need for analysis 
which can contribute to understanding and action. It set out to be less 
historically speculative than some of the familiar texts of the 1970s, 
including Schooling in Capitalist America. The mission was explicit, and 
needed. 

Such intentions, and the messages in which they were conveyed, were 
all the more important since existing attempts at historical portrayal 
and analysis of the period since 1944 have been surprisingly sporadic 
and piecemeal. Historians have not attempted studies of the complex 
interrelationships of the kinds of category and process suggested at the 
beginning of this chapter. Sociologists have attempted partial retro- 
Spects, and policy analysts out of a largely political science tradition 
have mapped, for example, moments of decision, the comprehensive 
school controversies, Pre-schooling and the politics of curriculum 
change.'° There have been histories of the system and parts of the 
system, of county and local machinery, and historical excursions into 
debates about education and culture, equality and - especially - social 
class. Unpopular Education entered a ground where the historical 
skirmishes have in Britain been around attempts to situate education in 
relation to aspects of social change and only to a limited extent t 
grapple with the conceptual machineries of such analyses. The main ~ 
though sometimes distant - echoes of controversy heard in the book; 
therefore, were those which come from tensions within the sociology of 
education between the political arithmetic tradition and the Marxists 
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and neo-Marxists. Echoes came, secondly, from the ground on which 
Edward Thompson had set out to reassert a Marxist historiography, 
and on which it had been criticized by 1970s’ forms of structuralism."! 

A problem in approaching this kind of history in Britain, as we have 
Previously indicated, is the paucity of the attempts at the history of 
policy. Since the late nineteenth century and such work as that of 
Michael Sadler and Henry Craik’s The State and Its Relation to 
Education,'? there has been a tradition of historical analysis of education 
and government, parliament, legislation and the growth of a system and 
an administrative machinery. The first half of the twentieth century 
produced an array of descriptive work on government decision-making 
and policy implementation, both in general and in relation to specific 
Processes - as for example in the case of John Graves’s Policy and 
Progress in Secondary Education in 1943. In more recent years there 
have been basically two kinds of extension of this tradition. The first is 
the more sustained analysis of political processes in relation to 
education - including Maurice Kogan’s work on policy-m: 
Politics of education and its various agencies and compo 
Rodney Barker’s and other work on the Labour Party, and Brian 
Simon’s collaborative work on the comprehensive school. These, and 
Brian Simon’s The Politics of Educational Reform 1920-1940 represent 
efforts to map and to understand the political processes underlying the 
growing attention to education by the state and society in the twentieth 
century.!3 The second kind of development is also rooted in the 
Workings of political parties, pressures and processes, though this time 
at the local level, and exploring a different kind and content of policy 
formulation and implementation. Much of the unpublished thesis and 
dissertation material discussed in an earlier chapter is concerned with 
local structures and policy implementation in the nineteenth century 
and the early part of the twentieth century. Much of it is concerned 
With local school boards and local authorities, the local representation of 
national policy decisions and emergent structures. Taken collectively, 
Much of this literature does not sustain Norman Morris’s views that 
these are merely local reflections of national patterns," since the 
divergences of structure, policy and emphasis are often greater than at 
first suspected, but it is true that from the point of view of the history of 
Educational policy it does not often offer a serious approach to the local 
elements of policy formulation and decision-making. It is about 
implementation in a narrow sense. More recent efforts at local policy 

istory - not directly out of history-of-education traditions - suggest 
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more complex approaches to these issues. Peschek and Brand’s 1966 
study, Policies and Politics in Secondary Education: Case Studies in West 
Ham and Reading, and the 1970 study of differences in decision-making 
in Gateshead and Darlington, in Batley, O’Brien and Parris’s Going 
Comprehensive, indicate other elements in an emergent British interest 
in the history of educational policy.'* 

The literature of this historical work, however, is small, and only a 
fraction of it deals with issues of the recent past. Much of it is descrip- 
tive map-making and engages only marginally, if at all, with the theo- 
retical problems of analysing policy formulation. Little of it approaches 
policy as history in contexts of experienced conflict and choice. The 
history of educational policy since the Second World War has not been 
subjected to the comprehensive treatment of late nineteenth-century 
government, bureaucratic and party processes undertaken by Gillian 
Sutherland’s Policy-Making in Elementary Education 1870-1895.'° The 
historical literature of education in the period since the Second World 
War has been for the most part uncritical of its own conceptions of 
policy, of the state, of legislation, of the nature of political processes. 
Assumptions about the nature of power, of knowledge, of dominant 
social values, of the processes of learning and attaining and failing, have 
been allowed to remain unquestioned or relatively unexplored in the 
historical literature, at the same time as they have been the focus of 
intense controversy in other fields of educational discussion. Insights 
into the purpose, nature and outcome of educational policies in recent 
decades have been mainly by-products of the work of political scientists 


and sociologists having to grapple with historical issues, rather than of 
historians who have seen the recent 


í past as an important area of 
analysis. 


When the Marxist historian or educationist enters this arena, 
therefore, there is available a canon of work of which he is suspicious, 4 
. . . . j 

set of theoretical issues for elucidation, and a stock of ‘common sense 


Marxist assumptions about class and power and the relationship of 


education to the economic processes of capitalist society. It is 


understandable, then, that a book such as Unpopular Education should 
in present circumstances be tempted to be more concerned with its own 
theory than with an existing corpus of knowledge about the period 
under discussion, or with the homework needing to be done. Without 
doing that homework and engaging with the educational content of the 
history it purports to write, however, it has to lean heavily - as did 
Bowles and Gintis in another situation - not on the problems of making 
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history, but on those of refining theory and making deductions. The 
central weakness of Unpopular Education, in fact, was apparent in its 
struggle to escape from an inhibiting and frustrating theory, but its 
ultimate willingness - and perhaps need - to remain within that theory, 
and to use the history like the captions on archaeological exhibits - 
produced as shorthand guides to an already established collection. 

As a result, dominant social forces were presented as influencing 
government policy, shaping the forms and contents of schooling, 
governing the calculations of educational agents - pupils, teachers and 
parents alike: ‘Public policy is structurally weighted, in other words, 
towards capitalist solutions.’ However helpful the book’s 
disentangling of, for example, different conceptions of social class, the 
massive, shaping presence of the capitalist state remained over- 
whelming in the argument - making the promised ‘close and detailed 
description and analysis’ superfluous. The dominant impression, as in 
Bowles and Gintis, was that whatever is done in the name of any liberal 
radical pressure is and must be wrong. Choice becomes illusory. The 
book - like the 1977 paper - found itself presenting the state, elevated to 
a theory of ‘statism’, as the central, organizing theme of the argument, 
and ~ as with the 1977 paper - the outcome was to present reform as 
Marginal to or a strengthening of the capitalist state. Education under 
Capitalism remained capitalist education, outstandingly because the 
Labour Party had led socialism into the wilderness of the search for 
educational solutions through the capitalist state, failing to recognize 
that it is not neutral and consensual. The analysis from the starting- 
Points of the state and statism therefore presented the authors with the 
Same problems as were encountered in 1977; and in spite of their 
Protestations they remained held fast in the same trap. Assertions to the 
Contrary, and an awareness of the dilemma, did not prevent the analysis 
from massively using a model which ruled out any tangible negotiation 
Or conflict that could change the position. The argument could only 
lead back into a position familar in the 1970s - the coupling of analysis 
With an unrelated radical rhetoric - a position which the book explicitly 
attempted to avoid. It presented instead a romantic, anti-statist version 
Of the kind of discontinuous nineteenth- and twentieth-century socialist 
traditions after which the 1977 paper and Unpopular Education both go 
1N pursuit, and which the latter saw re-emerging even in the conditions 
Of the early 1980s. The version was romantic simply because it offered 
no insight into how these ‘pre-statist’ or ‘anti-statist’ elements could be 
Made accessible in the conditions and relationships of the late twentieth 


252 Education as history 


century - and the implication therefore became a radical utopianism 
from which the book also sought to escape. It appealed again and again 
to the need to ‘challenge social democratic orthodoxies’, to establish the 
conditions ‘for a new popular politics of education’, a ‘more adequate 
socialist politics of education’, a ‘more developed socialist politics’, for 
educators to become ‘serious socialists and feminists’, and for analysis 
and politics that would be ‘both socialist and feminist’. !8 This is not just 
an anthology of phrases from different points of the book, it is a thread, 
a theme, a consistent appeal which drowned and prevented the very 
historical exercise the book appeared to wish to conduct. The book 
became a reminder to the 1980s that historical intention, when coupled 
with strong theory, remains an elusive ambition. It became a case study 
in theory attempting to use, or to be, history, and in the ease with which 
history, theory and radical rhetoric can coexist without communicating. 

One key explanation of the failure to implement the book’s intentions 
was the fact that the history was, paradoxically, approached ‘from the 
top’. It matched the need to illuminate the captialist state, not the need 
to produce an historically understood vocabulary of socialism, feminism 
and popular politics. The history was of rival views of policy, or what 
was wrong with the views of John Vaizey or A. H. Halsey or whomever, 
without any sense of what such social scientists were responding to, of 
popular emphases or priorities in the processes we have previously 
discussed, or the lives and concerns of people across recent decades. 
There was, again, a rhetoric of the popular presence, of ‘the living, 
active force of the vast majority of historical populations’, but the 
reality of the text was different. People were presented as experiencing 


Oppression, as having their expectations ‘demobilized’, as being 
disadvantaged at school, and being ignored 


variety of ways.” All of that may, of course, 
truth, seen from the Starting post of theor 
think about the experience of education in 
stances. ‘Popular constituencies’ were presented as having ‘educational 
dilemmas’, but these did not become recognizable in the book as 
anything other than preconceived theoretical positions. Those pur- 
porting to speak for these constituencies - notably the Labour Party and 
the ‘old’ educational sociology - were presented as jousting for control, 
forming alliances, reaching settlements, narrowing down demands; 
defining problems in limited terms of access, and indulging in admini- 
strative reforms - without consulting or involving those constituencies.” 
Yet there are no people in Unpopular Education, The alternative 


and imposed upon in a 
be true, but it is part of the 
Yy, and without the need to 
changing historical circum- 
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spokesmen seem to have been hard to locate (the 1930s and 1940s are 
represented by one communist president of the NUT, who is simply 
Proclaimed as being ‘typical’ of English leftism in the period)” and the 
educational concerns of the majority of the people merely evaporate. 
P ‘opular understandings of the comprehensive school, of the examina- 
tion system, of technical education, of nursery education or lack of it, of 
the experience of the primary school, of ‘opportunity’, of the relation- 
Ship between school and work - in other words of education other than 
as a figment of theoretical consciousness, did not appear in the 
argument. The points at which ‘close and detailed’ concern with the 
Preoccupations of the period after 1944 became most needed in the 
book, it was most lacking. It was as if local battles over grammar and 
Comprehensive schools never took place. It was as if teachers had sat 
around for decades merely awaiting or debating professionalization. It 
Was as if ‘schooling and social democracy since 1944 had been 
fashioned exclusively by rival interpretations of the state. Even Labour 
Party history was approached ‘from the top’, as if local Labour Parties 
and local organizations of many other kinds had not been involved in 
the Processes, with different outlooks and energies. 

A book with the historical claims of Unpopular Education is important 
to our historiographic and educational concerns because it points 
explicitly to important needs, and demonstrates crucial dangers. While 
itis easy on the small scale to forget the larger issues and frameworks, it 
'S perhaps more dangerous when, on the larger scale, history is mis- 
represented as being about depopulated events and processes, about 
People as digits. If anything, Unpopular Education moved not towards a 
More ‘historically’ thought-out analysis, but further away from his- 
torical exploration of experienced processes towards adjustments of 
theoretical models. The nature and meanings of British, American and 
Other attempts to evaluate the policies of the 1950-70s, their 
‘plementation and successes and failures, remain crucially important 
to any interpretation of the period, and cannot in a work that claims to 

€ a serious history of the period be relegated to the flimsy and supert- 
ficial Place they were allotted in Unpopular Education. In the 
Peremptory discussion of compensatory education programmes, for 
€xample, the extensive, controversial and often contradictory British 
and American literature was almost totally ignored.” In 1970 a group of 

abian authors, looking ahead at educational planning over the 
following decade, talked about the educational system as being perhaps 
the most important means of distributing life chances . Social equality, 
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they underlined, had ‘improved relatively little in the past 40 years’ and 
it was necessary therefore ‘to ensure that state education gives particular 
Support to those whose educational needs are greatest’. The 
underlying views expressed here were familiar emphases of the late 
1960s and early 1970s in Britain and elsewhere, and were central 
features of educational debate and policy discussion. The imperative, 
thinking historically about the decade, should have been to examine 
that intention in the light of the accumulation of evidence in the 1970s 
about the outcomes of the policies designed to improve social equality, 
and particularly the policies directed towards ‘those whose educational 
needs are greatest’. Although the book looked, from the top, at the most 
obvious policies (including Educational Priority Areas) concerned, it 
made no attempt to see these in practice, to examine evidence, to 
interpret historically. 

The book’s other weaknesses were mainly of the same order, and 
pointed to similar historical difficulties and dangers. It argued, for 
example, against historical hindsight and arrogance - ‘modern 
Olympianism’, it called them - and yet in its recurrent references to 
feminism it indulged precisely that tendency. It talked of Tawney in the 
1920s neglecting gender in his analysis of class, and of the Plowden 
Report in 1967 as having a ‘strongly conservative attitude towards 
female dependence and vulnerability’ 6 Any non-Olympian historical 
account of the two respective periods would have gone on to note the 
absence or weakness of alternative, available forms of consciousness; 
and would have shown that ‘more socialist’ or ‘more radical’ sources oF 


t ‘was not .. . a glorious one’, but, 
she rightly adds, ‘the left was no better’.?7 In this kind of argument and 
j on stood a long way from historical 
nt stress on struggle, seldom 0 

from history. Its focus on the 


a > 28 
an answer, difficult questions > 
and it was in fact in such conceptual anchorage that Unpopular 
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Education encountered its main difficulty in understanding action, 

experience and policy, and reconciling them with its approach to both 

history and theory. 

Pe _ a restless Marxist theory, with important successes as 

Word Taa — questions about education since the Second 

ik vires p about historiography, and left them unanswered. What 
, it appeared satisfied that it had answered them. 
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to Paradise: Women in Postwar Britain 


10 Education against poverty: 
interpreting British and American 
policies in the 1960s and 1970s 


Š is obviously a major difficulty for the historian if he has been 


implicated in recent events which he attempts to analyse. It is common 
for historians to claim distance as a prerequisite. Contemporary or 
me nt or oral history has established itself precariously against 
resistance and suspicion derived from this lack of distance. The politici- 
zation of the intellectual, including the historian, has in some countries 
Strengthened suspicion of a historical entanglement with the recent 
Past. Distance, it is argued, lends objectivity and perspective: proximity 
Means partisan. Historians could not and should not, therefore, look too 
Close behind, 
ï The misapprehension is with regard not to the recent, but to n 
emote. It is not that historians cannot distance themselves from the 
Rear, but that they cannot distance themselves from the far. Involve- 
Ment in recent opinion or action may require a historian to tread even 
more carefully as he retraces step, but the problems of rediscovery and 
interpretation are the same wherever he fixes attention. He is as beset 
Y the history-theory dilemmas, and as enmeshed in the various layers 
Of ideology and opinion, when approaching education and social science 
în the 1860s as when approaching the sociology of education in the 
ey or the educational politics of yesterday. Deliberately to stand 
aside from the immediate past is not historical prudence, but historical 
cowardice, Historians need to be as engaged in the battle for perspective 
On the last decade as in that for the last or any other century. Not to do 
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so is to leave the recent past not just to social and political science, but 
to ahistorical social and political science, not just to political rhetoric 
but to fiction and romance. The historian’s contribution to such 
perspective is not privileged, but it is necessary. If, in the present, hope 
and utopia are not enough, historians have a role in exposing the 
sources of past and renewed action. 

Discussions of education in the 1960s and 1970s were internationally 
related to wider questions of social policy. Education after the Second 
World War, in many European countries, was related not only to 
aspects of reconstruction, but also to fairness and justice and equality. 
The reorganization of secondary education was in many countries the 
main item on that agenda. For a decade or more after the war there was 
widely and strongly held belief, however, that social and educational 
policy could produce reorganization and redistribution in the 
continuing framework of economic expansion. However hard some of 
the battles over new secondary structures, or other educational issues; 
the consensus pointed towards greater equality as an outcrop of 
economic growth. From the late 1950s and early 1960s that assumption 
became increasingly subject to doubt. In America and Europe, poverty 
was rediscovered. Social tensions did not diminish. The inadequacies of 
welfare provision were underlined. Politics returned to the realities of 
inequality, unfulfilled hopes and promises, discrimination, injustice, 
poverty. The return was visible in the creation of a new left, demonstra- 
tion, disturbances in school and university, new dimensions of protest 
and campaign. Educational expansion was not going to bring social 
solution. The new patterns of the 1960s included new, optimistic 
policies and visions for education. 

The 1970s were characterized by a decline in the confidence in 
educational policies which had aroused high expectations in the 
previous decade. The 1980s began with what appeared to be funda- 
mental changes of direction away from redistributive, socially instru- 
mental roles for education. This was increasingly true of the United 
States as it had been of Britain since the late 1970s, and the changes in 
both countries - and not only there - were being carried out partly in 
the name of revised educational attitudes, but more profoundly in the 
name of economics and public economies, In the 1960s especially, i? 
the United States and Britain, as well as in many European and other 
countries, education had been elevated to a central role in social and 
economic policy-making and planning, in Pursuit of the ideals of the 
welfare state or the war on poverty or the Great Society or simply social 
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ae solution of major social problems. In the 1970s educa- 
agp ee oes mop just off centre stage. The 1980s began with 
y a traditionalist or conservative dramatis 

Personae, and education somewhere in the shadows. 
Pere a the problems in looking at the education-poverty relation- 
Sey a and Luckmann and the new sociology, Michael F-D; 
historis R és new sociology of education, taught educationists and 
cilsi ete es in the 1970s, it was the importance and the diffi- 
TE E OS i the problem - the need to investigate how knowledge 
power lie behi ri EE who controls them, what structures of 
responsibil ms the question mark. Whoever might claim theoretical 
OR a or defining the problem -and although we are all in the 
any ea oo what is a theoretical, a sociological, a political, or 
i S Sane - the problem of knowledge and definition is 
1970s mea y istorical one. Building a clear narrative of the 1960s and 
and Shake perceiving the zigzags of competing pressures and choices, 

ing interpretations. 
Re Sea ean connection is a nineteenth- as well as a 
nee -century phenomenon. At various ; stages of the past two 
ae = that relationship has been defined with a variety of emphases. 
een interpreted as an ethical relationship, with education being 
he social rescue, to induce right behaviour, to help the victims of 
relati = ange to accept old or modified values. It has been an economic 
onship, expressed in terms of the contribution of education to 
Sui provision, or to the containment of public expenditure (for 
iple in the form of the cheapness of schools as compared with the 
Pasig bill for crime and prisons). The relationship has been expressed 
ne terms, with education being asked to reinforce social 
ier. ity as new electorates have entered the country OF won political 
Tage. The relationship has been expressed in both radical and 
ative terms, and the ensuing educational and social policies have 
en defined and interpreted in terms of both - often barely separable. 
he distance between the conservative hope that education protects an 
Ass order, and the radical hope of educational contributions to social 
Provement and reorganization, in fact has not always been easy to 
establish. 

oe Past two centuries the education- 
tlined at points which can be plotted a 
a rapir, economic, industrial, etc. - and none 
ng and the rhythm of the connection have yet prove 


poverty relationship has been 
long different kinds of axis - 
of the graphs of the 
d entirely satis- 
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factory - though recent work in the United States by Carl Kaestle and 
Maris Vinovskis, and by David Tyack and his colleagues, have been 
revealing and helpful.! What is clear is that the connection, real or 
intended, has been associated with the thythm at which poverty has 
been discovered and rediscovered in both countries in the past two 
centuries. The awareness of the extent and concentration of poverty in 
Britain in the industrializing period of the late eighteenth and early 
nineteenth centuries, the heightened awareness of poverty and its 
implications resulting in the mid-nineteenth century from the writings 
of Henry Mayhew, at the end of the nineteenth century from the 
researches of Booth and Rowntree, and the rediscovery of chronic 
poverty by British sociologists such as Titmuss, Audrey Harvey and 
Willmott and Young in the 1950s and 1960s, relate to the re-emergence 
of education as a central policy instrument in various forms. They 
directed attention both towards poverty and towards its apparent 
effects. 

In a variety of ways also education has been linked with poverty over 
the past two centuries at times of heightened public consciousness of 
the need to protect the social order by reasserting ideal social and 
national types. This has been true of periods of immigration and social 
tension, and - as with the 1960s - at periods of what appear to be 
Potentially difficult or sensitive social changes. All of those linkages 
between education and poverty are incomplete and even misleading aS 
explanations, since at the same time education has become an 
autonomous demand, an ideal, a right, a claim as a cultural or economic 
asset. The relationship is therefore too complex and fluid to subordinate 
to some simple social control theory. If the nineteenth century 
established education as a central social mechanism, it also witnessed its 
emergence as a constantly changing battlefield. There is no one 
simple and straightforward explanation of the confidence of a Horace 
Mann or a Lyndon Johnson, of a Robert Owen or an Anthony 
Crosland, in education as a basic Strategy for eradicating poverty. 

What, if anything, was new and different about the emphases and 
Strategies and definitions of the 1960s? It is useful to begin with the 
United States, and to look at the context in which the rediscovery of the 
education-poverty relationship in Post-war America took place. The 
central thrusts of the Tediscovery were to be expressed in terms of a neW 
and more effective federal politics of education, new forms of inter- 
vention through education, a new scale of funding and newly defined 
target populations, a new concentration of interest in disadvantage, and 
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a conjoint interest in community action and compensatory strategies. 
The context out of which the range of policies emerged, especially from 
1964, included the growing federal interest in educational policy- 
making in conditions of the cold war and technological change - 
symbolized by the space race which began with sputnik in 1957 - and 
the passing of the National Defence Education Act the following year. 
The context included perhaps most of all the civil rights movement of 
the late 1950s, and the new militancies, public action and orchestration 
of demands and policies that accompanied and grew out of it. It is 
against that background that poverty began to be rediscovered, con- 
ceptualized, translated into political terms by President Kennedy and 
his close associates in the period 1962-4. Up to this point there had 
been a widespread belief in both the United States and Europe that 
Poverty as a major social problem and defined as such, had been cured, 
or had gone away. As a significant issue, and expressed in that 
vocabulary and form, poverty surfaced as a political issue only in 1964.? 
Sundquist commented in 1969: 


Lyndon Johnson had added the word ‘poverty’ for the first time to the 
lexicon of recognized public problems when he proclaimed, ‘This 
administration today, here and now, declares unconditional war on 
Poverty in America’. Until 1964, the word ‘poverty’ did not appear as 
a heading in the index of either the Congressional Record or The Public 


Papers of the President. 


For the previous two years the Kennedy administration had been 
Seeking its new frontiers, and Kennedy’s experience of Appalachian 
Poverty had contributed to a heightened sense of social policy involve- 
ment. The familiar story of John F. Kennedy’s reading of Harrington s 
The Other America is neither apocryphal nor trivial, and there is clear 
evidence that that book, together with the seminal review of it by 
Dwight McDonald, captured a moment of awareness and urgency and 
made its dimensions politically accessible.’ Harrington himself was to 
be invited to take part in the first poverty programme task force. By 
1962-4 a number of factors were beginning to coincide, and to 
Provide the basis on which Johnson was to act after the assassination. 

One important element in interpreting the growing interest in 
Poverty and education as related issues is the emphasis which many 
analysts have placed on the absence of any serious direct link aie 
the poverty interest and major public pressures, including the civi 
rights movement itself. In the period preceding 1964 there were, it 1s 
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true, no discernible pressures for anything that could be described as a 
poverty programme. The unemployment rate was low, the poor were 
unorganized, and were, in Murphy’s words, making ‘no demands for 
such legislation’.> Yarmolinsky, writing in 1969, described the 1964 
task force which planned the Economic Opportunity Act as issuing a 
number of memoranda, one of which was entitled ‘Why the Poverty 
Program is Not a Negro Program’. This was 


devoted primarily to the fact that the poverty problem in Appalachia 
and the Ozarks was almost entirely a white problem and the Deep 
South was a white as well as a Negro problem. The crisis of the 
northern ghetto was simply not foreseen in anything like its present 
critical character by the draftsmen of the program.°® 


In determining the roots of the 1960s and any other policies, of 
course, it has to be remembered that foresight does not have to be clear 
~ vague messages, memories and fears can be translated into political 
action and social policy - as the history of inner-city issues, for example, 
often shows. In the absence of a clear relationship, however, between 
popular pressure and the Johnson declaration of war on poverty, some 
analysts have also looked to the debates of the late 1950s and early 
1960s for other sources of ideas and energy and have found, for 
example, a major Starting-point in the discussions of juvenile delin- 
quency, with which Robert Kennedy was particularly associated.’ 
Others have seen the 1964 Programmes as coming at a ‘pause’ in the 
civil rights movement, and have emphasized its likely regrouping and 
renewal as part of the consciousness underlying the Great Society 
thetoric. The Poverty programme, claimed Earl Raab in 1965, was ‘part 


and parcel of the Negro revolution, of the direct action demonstrations 
and anarchic ghetto restlessness’.8 


What is clear is that the Succession of education bills that had ended 
nowhere in previous sessions of Congress had not been linked directly 
to poverty. The 1963 National Education Improvement Bill, for 
example, when discussed in the House Committee on Education and 
Labor, raised - like so many previous bills - issues to do with federal aid 


ain elements of civil rights and 
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desegregation, of the political objectives of Kennedy and Johnson and 
their close associates, and also of the newly and rapidly emerging ideas 
and research and experience of work being promoted by some of the 
foundations, notably the Ford Foundation - with people like Ylvisaker 
from the latter quickly contributing to the new movement. The result 
was ‘an interacting sequence of theory, experiment, and demonstration 
that produced new strategic and tactical concepts for what became the 
War on Poverty’.!° It was on that basis that the Economic Opportunity 
Act was passed in 1964, authorizing expenditures which produced 
Head Start in 1965 and Follow Through two years later. This was the 
basis of Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 
(ESEA) - part of a wide-ranging attack on the ‘root causes of poverty in 
the midst of plenty’, and representing the widely held belief that 
Poverty, having been discovered, would now soon be abolished." 1964 
Was the beginning of a brief heroic period, in which ideas were debated, 
advice taken, task forces established, drafting done, policies defined and 
canvassed, and legislation enacted.!? It was soon to become clear that 
the confident and specific strategies in many cases postponed or 
disguised old conflicts and confusions, and that expectations and 
€xpansionist educational aims had in many cases been dressed in 
€xtravagant stage costume. For Hubert Humphrey education had 
become ‘the key to the door through which the poor can escape from 
Poverty’.!3 For Johnson the problem was not one of income panic’ 
tion: the American people ‘are going to learn their way out of poverty . 

In May 1964 Johnson told the students of the University of Michigan: 


in your time we have the opportunity to move not only toward the 


rich society and the powerful society, but upward to the Great 


Society. The Great Society . . . demands an end to poverty and racial 
ime. But that is 


injustice, to which we are totally committed in our ti i 
just the beginning. The Great Society is a place where every child can 
find knowledge to enrich his mind and to enlarge his talents . . - Itisa 
place where the city of man serves not only the needs of the body and 


the demands of commerce, but the desire for beauty and the hunger 
for community. !5 


The New Republic liked that enough to repr! vat 
America ioe Creating the Great Society. The dismissal of all or 
any of this as ‘mere’ rhetoric, or idealism gone sour, or political 
°Pportunism, or whatever, does not help. This was an important 
American moment that has to be understood, and the roles of the newly 


nt it in a book entitled 
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conceptualized poverty and educational war against it, its extent, its 
targets, and its limitations, have to be disentangled and evaluated as the 
decisions of real people responding to real imperatives and choices. 
The British narrative and its component parts begin quite differently. 
If there was a heroic period it has to be a much earlier one, surrounding 
the publication of the 1942 Beveridge Report on post-war social 
security, the drafting and publication of the 1944 Education Act, and 
the period immediately following the war, with the election of the 
Attlee Labour government, and the enactment of the series of legislative 
concerns with health, welfare and nationalization. The British moment 
was one which used a vocabulary of construction and planning, public 
ownership and control, not warfare. The goals were expressed in terms 
of the ending of a remembered, pre-war experience of widespread 
unemployment and poverty, and the legislation was in part a socialist 
commitment, in part a set of wartime promises redeemed. The problem 
of the 1960s in Britain was one of increasing realization that the post- 
war measures had been cloaked in a fair measure of idealism, and that 
serious underlying problems remained. 
The rediscovery of poverty was an important feature of British social 
policy and social administration in the 1950s, and related directly tO 
social class analysis, the influential interpretation of working-class 
culture conducted by Richard Hoggart, and the community-directed 
sociology that emanated outstandingly from the Institute of 
Community Studies. Poverty was rediscovered in a context quite 
different from the pressures and concerns of 1950s America. A second 
and crucial discovery in 1950s Britain was that education, as embodied 
in legislation and practice, had not made the expected inroads into the 
class structure. The implementation of the 1920s and 1930s slogan 
secondary education for all’ under the 1944 Education Act, had not 
significantly affected the distribution of education and social oppo! 
tunity - as perceived at the time in, for example, access to the grammar 
school, to academically oriented examinations, and to higher education. 
The sociologists mustered by David Glass in the early and mid-1950s; 
the crucially influential Social Class and Educational Opportunity by 
Floud, Halsey and Martin in 1956, and the increasing importance of 
the sociology of education, had by the 1960s altered the pattern of 
public discussion and redirected public attention, Whatever the later 
criticisms of their definitions and theoretical positions, the sociologists 
of the 1950s and 1960s profoundly altered the agenda of social policy 
discussion. They made social class, as a concept and a set of issues, 35 
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basic to the British debates of the 1960s as race had become for the 
United States. 

The focus of educational discussion in the mid-1960s, especially after 
the election of Harold Wilson’s Labour government in 1964, was the 
comprehensive school. The discussion did not point directly towards 
the concept of poverty, but it did so obliquely as a concern with social 
justice, fairness, equality of access, and educational efficiency and 
opportunity. By the late 1950s and early 1960s, however, other forms of 
social and political action and ideal had begun to shape discussion of all 
forms of social policy. The Campaign for Nuclear Disarmament and 
the New Left made their impact on a whole range of discussions which 
had for a long time been seen as outside the concerns of popular politics 
- and the issues of education and poverty were beneficiaries of newly 
released energies of this kind. In addition, by the end of the 1950s the 
profile of British social structure had begun to alter significantly. The 
newly defined problems of affluent youth and adolescence were 
obviously not far from any discussion of education. The main period of 
West Indian, Asian and African immigration came from the late 1950s. 
By the 1960s sharper awareness was beginning to be expressed of the 
Stresses of the inner city, of concentrations of poverty, of social 
problems, of crime, of the anxieties of an increasingly pluralist society. 
The policies which were sought and adopted did not necessarily 
coincide - as was also true of the United States - with moments of great 
€conomic or political pressures, but they certainly related to a sense of 
Potential, and major, causes for concern. As in the United States also, 
although to a lesser degree, the new policies were formulated in 
€xpansionist and confident terms, though British politicians and 
government commissions express themselves more guardedly than their 
US counterparts! 

A 1963 Advisory Council report on pupils ‘of average and less than 
average ability’ contained a chapter on ‘Education in the Slums .6 The 
Robbins Committee on higher education, in the same year, drew 
heavily on the work of the sociologists to demonstrate that working- 
class children were not being recruited adequately to advanced 
Secondary and higher education.'? The Plowden Committee of 1963-7 
on Children and Their Primary Schools 8000 followed, with its emphasis 
on positive discrimination and Educational Priority Areas (EPAs), and 
on forms of educational and social action not unlike those of mid-1960s 
America.!8 By the second half of the 1960s a remarkable convergence of 
definitions, vocabulary, research and policy formulation had taken 
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place between Britain and the United States, even if the scale of 
implementation was vastly dissimilar. The contexts, starting-points, 
national structures and public issues were incredibly different, and 
historically they cannot be dismissed as merely different expressions of 
underlying dilemmas of varieties of capitalist society. American 
liberalism is not the same as British social democracy, and neither of 
them is homogeneous. It is not helpful, historically, to attempt to write 
off the two sets of transatlantic actors as puppets manipulated by the 
same demon or underlying force. 

It is not possible here to itemize in detail the British and American 
policies which emerged within such a short space of time in the middle 
and late 1960s, but it is important to underline the general pattern. In 
the United States from 1964 the Economic Opportunity Act authorized 
federal expenditure for a variety of purposes connected explicitly with 
poverty, and launched the processes that quickly resulted in community 
action programmes and Head Start. With doubts about the gains being 
made by Head Start children being sustained in the elementary school, 
Johnson authorized Follow Through in 1967, a project poised uncer- 
tainly between a service model to supplement Head Start, and an 
experimental, developmental model to improve early schooling.” From 
1965, Title 1 of ESEA, operated through the States, but on the basis of 
federal funding and guidelines as to target populations and expenditure, 
and federal monitoring of action by the states, brought poverty and 
educational policy centrally into a new profile of federal action. Job 
Corps, Vista, Upward Bound and an enormous number of related 
federal, state and local projects which followed the Economic 
Opportunity Act of 1964, publicly and privately funded, rapidly made 
new strategies and vocabularies familiar, with the concept © 
compensatory education at the centre of the exercise, In Britain, from 
1964 to the end of the decade, the move towards comprehensive 
reorganization centred on government circular 10/65 which put 
pressure on local authorities to submit reorganization plans so as to end 
selection at the age of eleven and establish the comprehensive secondary 
school. This was the period of the peak of research and publication 
regarding the relationship between social class and the family on the 
one hand, and the school on the other.?° The Plowden Report proposed 
its policy of positive discrimination in favour of children in poor 
environments, and its recommendation for the designation of EPAs was 
acted upon. EPA action research projects were funded, and were t° 
produce, in 1972 and 1974/5 the most notable reports on British 
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compensatory (or complementary, as the project organizers preferred) 
educational schemes on anything like a scale that can be compared with 
the American experience.” The use of Urban Aid money for pre-school 
purposes from 1969 and the establishment of a National Community 
Development Project in 1970 diversified a picture which at many 
points resembles the American one. 

While Washington in the 1960s was busy with academics and 
specialists of many kinds advising the federal government and its 
agencies on the whole range of educational concerns, London was - 
though to a much more limited extent - bringing together the British 
equivalents to advise the parties - in this context mostly the Labour 
Party - and to talk to publishers. In Britain this was the great age of the 
literature of education and disadvantage and deprivation, of the 
comprehensive school, of education and social change, of education and 
Social class, of sociolinguistics, education and streaming, testing and 
Selecting. 

There are immediate points about all o 
American experience, especially from 1964, bi 
and enquiring visitors from the United Kingdom. A.H. Halsey, with J. 
Floud and C.A. Anderson, made some of the early American literature 
widely known in Britain.” The Ford Foundation and OECD arranged 
a conference in the United States in January 1969 at which European 
Participants could explore the issues with some of their American 
counterparts;?3 and Marris and Rein published a well-known account of 
Poverty and community action in the United States.2! Members of the 
Plowden Committee visited the United States to see and discuss some 
of the American developments. The Plowden Report makes only rare 
reference to the American projects, but the report is extensively 
Constructed in ways which suggest what was learned from across the 
Atlantic. Halsey’s 1972 report on the EPA projects contains a chapter 
On ‘Poverty and American Compensatory Education’. The fortunes of 
Head Start and its evaluations became familiar to British educationists. 

Two aspects of British experience transmitted important messages in 
the reverse direction. First, the British infant school, the ‘open 
Classroom’, ‘progressive education’, attracted incredible post-war 
American interest, and were as important to the transatlantic airlines as 
the American programmes were. The infant classroom was widely, if 
not always realistically, reported in the United States, and its apparent 
‘informal’ methodology was incorporated into some of the ‘planned 
variation’ models available to Head Start and Follow Through 


f this to underline. First, the 
egan to attract attention 
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children.” Second, the British sociology of education and social class 
had important echoes in the United States, both in the 1960s and then 
in the radical review it encountered at the beginning of the 1970s, most 
notably in the volume on Knowledge and Control edited by Michael 
F.D. Young.** The outstanding contribution to the American 
developments was that of Basil Bernstein, whose early work on 
working-class and middle-class language ‘codes’ was widely used by in- 
fluential early childhood and education specialists in the mid-1960s. 
Deutsch, for example, used Bernstein’s work in 1964 to explain ‘the 
communication gap which can exist between the middle-class teacher 
and the lower-class child’, and Deutsch’s and others’ vocabularies of 
class analysis were influenced by and in turn influenced Bernstein.’ 
Bereiter and Engelmann used Bernstein in support of their approach to 
Teaching Disadvantaged Children in the Preschool, in 1966, and in 
developing the idea of an ‘academically oriented pre-school for 
culturally deprived children’ 28 

The various kinds of interchange contributed, of course, to the shared 
confidence and the shared sense of a major shift in public attitudes to 
social issues and their educational implications. The vocabulary of 
‘disadvantage’ and ‘compensatory education’ and ‘cultural deprivation’ 
was shared initially with confidence, increasingly with uncertainty a$ 
attacks were mounted on the concepts - outstandingly of ‘cultural 
deprivation’ and ‘compensatory education’ on both sides of the 
Atlantic.” Shared confidence inevitably meant shared disappointments, 
shared debate, shared confusion. What, after all, was poverty? What did 
the concepts and the policies actually mean when stripped of their 
expansionist economic assumptions? Was it possible to discuss the 
education -poverty relationship without imposing ‘middle-class values’? 
What, in Atlanta or Liverpool, did ‘maximum feasible participation of 
the poor’, or similar phraseology, really mean?” What implications for 
policy were there in the Westinghouse evaluation of Head Start, or in 
the Coleman Report, or in Jencks’s Inequality? Alongside all of this kind 
of sharing, we have to remember other elements of it. Britain was 
es with other West European countries, including Germany> 

rance and Sweden, attempts to restructure secondary education under 
pressures for democratization. The American and British issues were 


discussed in European forums, and underpinned the interests of the 


OECD. Australia has been discovering poverty, and the British and 
American experience. 


The questions of interpretation which arise from all of this are 
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obviously extremely difficult. The most contentious of the interpreta- 
tions has related to outcomes, and the problems can be expressed in 
three ways. 

First, they have to do with the difficulties of evaluation. It is clear, for 
example, that between 1965 and 1974 the available evaluations of 
ESEA Title 1 were of little or no value, since the lack of proper 
guidelines, experience and standardization meant that the data 
produced were virtually unusable. The result was the mandate in 1974 
to the National Institute of Education to conduct its Compensatory 
Education Study, and the contract with System Development Corpora- 
tion to conduct the still ongoing Sustaining Effects Study. Neither of 
these has had the notoriety of earlier evaluations of, for example, Head 
Start and Follow Through, since their results have been more positive 
and encouraging. The difficulties encountered by evaluators in inter- 
Preting some of the data, especially in the late 1960s and early 1970s, 
will make it difficult for historians to see much of the evaluation 
Produced as helpful in making serious interpretations of the projects 
and their outcomes. i 

Second, and directly related to the former, are measurement difficul- 
ties. Since the 1966 Coleman Report it has been difficult to understand 
what kind of measures are appropriate as well as really indicative. 
Measurement techniques have been used which are not only controver- 
sial within the scholarly community, but also based on criteria which 
have too often been taken for granted. The comment has been endlessly 
made that cognitive measures are neither as reliable as often claimed, 
nor indicative of more than a fraction of the outcomes, intended and 
Unintended, with which educational processes are concerned. In 
relation to Follow Through, for example, one of the sponsors has 
Pointed out that major areas such as motivation and parent involvement 
are ignored by the measures and the intentions of those designing and 
using them.” One local Follow Through project organizer has 
Commented that the project has had to make a constant effort to . 
Persuade people to understand ‘that everything we do is not measurat e 
by standardised tests, that things that you do with the child for e 
self-concept - you can’t measure that on a standardised test’. fi 
measurement obsessions of the 1960s and 1970s may be judged by 
historians to have been a feature of the sophisticated arrogance T 
Primitive science. Jack Tizard and his colleagues 1n Britain me 
All Our Children that nursery education had to do with Happines r i 
being and the development of children and their families, with rela 
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tively immediate goals, not with hoped-for and measurable long-term 
effects.” The formulation is understandable, given the previous history 
of attempts to measure and evaluate, but given also the search for new 
targets and instruments, the formulation is also unsatisfactory. 

Third, the difficulties can be described in terms of the concern with 
overall impact. If education is to be used to combat poverty, then 
clearly some sort of assessment of effectiveness or otherwise is 
necessary, and social class, social mobility, intra- and intergenerational 
studies are important. But modesty and caution have been sadly 
lacking. An example is a sentence from Jencks’s Inequality which 
suggests that the ‘egalitarian trend in education has not made the 
distribution of income or status appreciably more equal over the past 25 
years’. Given the resources and the methodology available, and even if 
there are grounds on which to make judgements about social mobility, 
status distribution and income trends over such a period, to make them 
with a confidence which suggests the impossibility of change is inappTO- 
priate to that kind of exercise. That is the prerogative of politician, 
political theorist, and hunch. We should have been more hesitant about 
all of this, as some people have tried to be more recently in Britain 
about, for example, Bennett’s or the Oracle Project work on teaching 
styles and pupil performance, or Rutter’s 15,000 Hours. But too many 
people on the right and on the left were only too eager in the late 1960s 
and 1970s to use the evidence of an immature science to support bold 
interpretations. Bowles and Gintis, for example, used it to proclaim 
gleefully that ‘the liberal school-reform bubble has burst .- - The 
disappointing results of the War on Poverty... have decisively 
den hell li Tey ued ppv) a arne 

poration that ‘virtually without exception all of the 
ese oer cmp wan PO 
: esults on the average’ .** 

There is now a different picture that could be drawn of the effects of 
the educational programmes against poverty - not in order to suggest 
that it is zhe true picture as against rhe false picture presented by the 
negative evaluations - but in order to suggest that many, like Bowles 
and Gintis, leaped too enthusiastically into accepting initial evaluations 
as gospel. By the beginning of the 1980s there were at least ten sources 
for an alternative picture of the outcomes of the projects conceived in 
the 1960s and 1970s. In the United States there has been, for example» 
the NIE Compensatory Education Study which ndicatëd the redistri- 
butive effects of Title 1, together with positive data relating to student 
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gains in first and third grades, and to the fact that students making such 
gains on compensatory programmes did not then slip back. The 
Executive Summary of the evaluation is a crucial set of positive 
Statements to set against the earlier and more publicized negative 
evaluations.* The same is true of the reports produced by the 
Sustaining Effects Study from the second half of the 1970s. Barbara 
Heyns, one of Jencks’s collaborators on the Inequality study has in 
Summer Learning and the Effects of Schooling (1978), offered a more 
Optimistic view of the effects of public education than previous 
literature in the same investigative mould. She concludes: 


schooling has a substantial independent effect on the achievement of 
children and .. . the outcomes resulting from schooling are far more 
equal than those that would be expected based on the social class and 
racial origins of sample children ... Although achievement differ- 
ences persist, and schools cannot be regarded as equalizing in an 
absolute sense, the pattern of outcomes clearly implies that the 
achievement gap between children of diverse backgrounds are atten- 
uated by education.” 


In his foreword to Heyns’s book, and in his own more recent work, 
Jencks takes a less assertive position than previously on the possible 
effects of education. Also in the United States the consortium of 
fourteen infant and pre-school experiments re-analysed from 1975 the 
Pre-school programmes which had been the subject of much previous 
analysis and debate. The outcomes of the work of the consortium teams 
Pointed to the effectiveness of some pre-school programmes oma 
number of significant criteria: “The most important finding is that low 
income children who received early education are better able to meet 
the minimal requirements of their schools as shown in a reduced rate of 
assignment to special education and in-grade retention.” Some recent 
analyses of the Follow Through programmes have come to aus 
different conclusions about their effectiveness than did earlier 


analyses 40 ; į 
In Britain, the first EPA report by A.H. Halsey in 1972 Oe 


Some more positive conclusions than the American literature ha 
chool children on 


about the ua ade 7ed ains by pre-s 
possibility of sustained & 

Compensatory programmes. Although the evidence from the a 

EPA published three years later was less optimistic, other evi ence 

from the project, especially from the West Riding, suggested cautiously 


Optimistic outcomes.” A recent book by Halsey, Heath and Ridge on 
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Origins and Destinations concludes that the record of educational el 
making does not point to easy optimism, but also indicates that it a 
not endorse defeatism either.** The 15,000 Hours study by Rutter 3 
his colleagues suggests that differences in student performance can ne 
attributed to certain kinds of difference in the schools.*? Although in 
relation to this, as to other items in this list, there are methodological 
and other reservations to be expressed, the cumulative effect of all of 
these American and British studies is to leave wide open questions 
which earlier evaluations considered to be closed. Whether it is yet 
possible to share the confidence of the title of Halsey’s 1980 article - 
‘Education Can Compensate’ - is not clear, but it reflects some of the 
changed emphases that have emerged since Basil Bernstein wrote his 
1972 article in the same journal under the title ‘Education Cannot 
Compensate for Society’, 

Are there any conclusions about these anti-poverty policies ae 
programmes, given the present state of our knowledge and analysis 
The existing literature which attempts to look back over the 1960s and 
1970s experience seems to fall into three rough and ready categories in 
both Britain and the United States. The first is the description and 
analysis which comes from what the contributors might consider some 
kind of ‘objective centre’, handling the actors on more or less their own 
terms, probing their meanings, exposing the interactions of the players. 
Some of it is autobiographical, or accounts from witnesses at the centre 
or the periphery of the events. Some of it emanates from the evaluative 
tradition built up in the 1960s and 1970s, and much of it is more in the 
tradition of portraiture and landscape painting than sustained analysis. 
A great deal of it is invaluable as source material, as perceptions which 


check and balance once another, and is of major importance to the 
historian, without itself being history, 


The second category is profou 
attempt to bring education int 
embraces a politically right 
been less articulate, less rau 
than in Britain, 


ndly judgemental, often of the very 
© a political and social arena, and 
-wing perspective. This has until recently 
cous and less influential in the United States 
because this position has been less easy to occupy in the 
face of major public issues in the United States - especially those 
connected with race. It has been visible, nevertheless, and was most 
clearly and directly embodied in the Heritage Foundation’s 1980 report 
to President Elect Reagan, Proposing, for example, that programmes 
should not be funded ‘which foster hostility to traditional values, oF 
which unquestioningly accept moral relativism as an ethical theory’- 
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The emphasis in the report was on federal aid, but also on the with- 
drawal of federal control and, for example, on the ending of affirmative 
action. It proposed that all federal agencies should be staffed by 
individuals who ‘oppose any further Federal support for “humanistic” 
or psycho-social education, activities, projects or programs’. This was 
an American equivalent of the British Black Papers which from 1969 
Sought to expunge the record of the previous decade, and were less 
concerned with appraising that experience than with asserting the need 
to return to older, traditional, understood, tried and tested academic 
and cultural values. 

Thirdly, on the political left there have been often equally assertive 
and declamatory positions, Marxist, anarchist, radical. The best-known 
British version of the 1970s, as we saw in the last chapter, was Finn, 
Grant and Johnson’s paper on ‘Social Democracy, Education and the 
Crisis’, describing ‘an educational system under siege’, and the growth 
of a ruling class-dominated educational ideology and structure. There, 
and in the 1980s follow-up, Unpopular Education, the role of social 
democracy in filtering through the ideology and promoting the struc- 
tures, was central to the argument. The key text in Britain and the 
United States, however, was Bowles and Gintis’s Schooling in Capitalist 
America, with its underlying message of an almost inescapable trap for 
educators and reformers in capitalist society. Reforms have in the main, 
in their argument, been manipulative, reactive, compromising. The 
Open classroom, they suggest, was ‘perceived by liberal educators as a 
Means of accommodating and circumscribing the growing antiauthor- 
itarianism of young people and keeping things from getting out of 
hand’, The history of twentieth-century education ‘is the history not of 
Progressivism but of the imposition upon the schools of “business 
values”, Education has historically played the role not ofa comple- 
Ment to economic reform, but as a substitute for it. Education ‘plays a 
Major role in hiding or justifying the exploitative nature of the US 
€conomy’.** Whatever grains of truth might lie in any of this, these att 
Political assertions masquerading as history. Bowles and Gintis pune 
the 1960s reforms, like any other reforms to be seen to have failed, and 
rushed into accepting evaluations and judgements and data from 
Sources, such as Rand, which for other purposes and in other circum- 
Stances they would have resisted and rejected. Their argument ends in 
the same trap as does that of Martin Carnoy» for example, in 1976, 
When he insists that ‘fundamental changes in schooling F will require 
fundamental changes in the basic structures of the society’,"” apparently 
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inviting educators to maximum apathy and inaction, since as long as 
our present ‘basic structures’ remain intact there is no point whatever 1n 
trying to alter anything. Henry Levin, looking at European secondary 
school reform, in 1978 saw the tensions arising from these reforms 
producing frustrated expectations which would result in postponing the 
tensions to the higher education stage. As a result 


It is likely that these frustrations and feelings of dissatisfaction with 
both the educational system and the labor market will lead to 
increasing manifestations of class conflict and struggle. Individual 
incidents of sabotage by frustrated and underemployed workers; 
rising political activism by the unemployed, and other forms of 
disruption such as strikes (both on and off campus) are likely to 
increase as it becomes evident that appropriate jobs will not be 
forthcoming, even in the distant furture. 


Levin goes on to underline his conclusions from the European 
experience of school reorganization in previous decades: 


Political demands for worker control of enterprises and nationaliza- 
tion of industry as well as increased public employment are likely to 
besiege both firms and governments. Coalitions of radicalized 
workers and students will contribute to the rising instabilities of the 


liberal, capitalist, Western European countries by pushing for egali- 
tarian changes.*® 


This is assertion, without roots in historical analysis (not even Levin's 
own) of the experience apparently under discussion. In its approach to 
the kind of phenomena with which we are dealing in the 1960s and 
1970s it ultimately produces nothing more than an alternative, in 
hibiting rhetoric. 

To historians all of this is a familiar problem, only this time expressed 
in terms of relatively recent events. In relation to historical processes 1” 
general historians frequently have to face the dilemma of contem- 
poraneous and post-facto judgement. They can accept and record the 
actors’ own accounts of their actions and the events in which they were 
participants or witnesses, acknowledging that such accounts are likely 
to have recognizable partialities, prejudices and limitations. Or they C4” 
introduce into their accounts and analyses the consciousness of ‘under 
lying forces’ which were not perceived by, were unknown to, were not 
accessible to, the actors themselves. The difficulty in this case is that 
ultimately history may be left behind altogether in favour of speculative 
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theory. Whatever Bowles and Gintis, Carnoy and Levin, Finn, Grant 
and Johnson are doing in their discussions of and assertions about 
liberalism, capitalism and social democracy, it is not history. If what 
they are doing is theory, it points to the need all the more strongly for 
more sustained and sensitive ways of conducting a dialogue between 
theory and history, and this cannot be done on the basis of rhetorical, 
assertive theory from the left or the right, especially if it purports to be 
history or to be grounded in historical analysis. 
It is obviously no easier to find solutions an 
historical analyses in terms of the 1960s than it has be 
Policy and reform in the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. 
Historians of the recent, as of the distant, past have to look hard at the 
Complex motivation behind developments, at the diverse meanings on 
both sides of relationships such as the poverty-education one, at the 
ways in which people have evaluated and judged, at the real choices 
available, at the possibilities and purposes of action. It is all the more 
important to think in these terms and to deal with the significant recent 
Past in such ways, since our capacity for renewed and effective action 
may depend on them. It is important, similarly, to see beyond our 
limited national experience and to be aware of the utility and difficulties 
Of approaching the converging and diverging elements in other versions 
of similar issues. Having shared in many ways the experience of the 
1960s and 1970s, there are enormous virtues in continuing to share the 
experience of the later hazards which have features So internationally 


recognizable. 


d conduct acceptable 
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Part Three 


Research and the history 
of education 


11 Comparative and cross-cultural 
history of education 


What we have attempted to discuss and illustrate is the complexity of 
the levels at which the history of education needs to be written. If it is 
about pioneers and their reputations, it is also about ideas and 
Movements. If it is about ideologies, it is also about the interactive 
nature of popular expectations and attitudes. If it is about policy on the 
grand scale, it is also about experience. If it is about theories, it is also 
about the historian’s own methods of interpretation, understanding of 
the meaning of ‘education’, and theories. In using mainly English and 
American touchstones, we have identified important ways in which 
national experience and histories can touch and clarify, or can diverge 
and complicate. Against that background it is worth asking the question 
~ to what extent is it possible or valuable to attempt to write the history 
of education across frontiers? If history very easily disappears into 
theory, is there a serious possibility of writing ‘comparative’ history 
which does not become simply a cumulative set of illustrations to grand 
theory? American history of education provides a useful starting-point 
in approaching such a question, precisely because it is the national 
historical endeavour which in recent decades has been most explicitly 
Concerned with its own methodology and theory. ; 
Most educational history is parochial, and that written by American 
historians is no exception. There are benefits to being parochial, and 
American history of education is profoundly parochial. There are ways 
Of suggesting that this latter judgement is not true, but none of them is 
Convincing. 


It can be pointed out, for example, that from the beginnings of a 
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serious interest in the history of education in the United States ae 
was an awareness of the European roots of American institutions; tha 
C.F. Thwing, for instance, from his earliest contributions to the eer 
of American universities - written in the 1900s - was concerned wit 
the French, German, English, Scottish, influences. Through to es 
recent past, in the work of Jurgen Herbst and Carl Diehl this can e 
shown to have been the case. It can be argued that in the increasing 
concern of American historians of education with the history of n 
family and childhood, they have responded to the appeals of Pemer 
Bailyn and Lawrence Cremin to understand the wider social piume 
inherited and adapted by early colonial America. It can be pointed oul 
also that in recent decades notable American historians of education 
have written about historical phenomena elsewhere - perhaps notably 
British, including Michael B. Katz on official British education r! eports 
from the late nineteenth century to the 1960s,' and Carl Kaestle To 
comparative examination of élite attitudes towards schooling in early 
industrial England and America.? Lawrence Stone has written about 
European literacy and schooling. Sheldon Rothblatt has relentlessly 
disentangled strands in English university education, and Robert 
Berdahl has explored the history of its administration.? History of 
Education Quarterly has made determined and distinguished efforts tO 
be international in scope. 

American history of education profoundly influenced the early 
development of comparative education, though the basis of comparative 
education in historical studies of national systems virtually ground a 
halt in the 1960s. In various ways and with different emphases Wee 
intentions, Robert Ulich, R. Freeman Butts, Henry Perkinson an 
Fritz Ringer have written about the West, about civilization, about 
Europe. s 

None of this, though convincing, answers the charge. Much of it 
relates to the world before the United States, or to the origins and roots 
of American institutions. Some of it is concerned with the wor! 
- concerned with discrete events 
or no relevance to the histor!0” 


j ieth- 
ates. If nineteenth- or wei 
century Canada or Europe creep into the American picture, hardly 4 


P A 4 ans 
S concerned with how historia 
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and occasional sessions at conferences of the History of Education 
Society, the American Educational Research Association (AERA) or 
elsewhere, do not basically alter the picture of the insularity of 
American history of education, and particularly of its historiography. 
There are sporadic exceptions, when historians discover, say, an 
Edward Thompson (and even then only his Making of the English 
Working Class), but generally speaking the literature of American 
history of American education does not draw on the historical problem- 
atics of the great elsewhere. That the United States may not be unique 
in this respect does not alter the argument. 

There are benefits. The most important is undoubtedly that 
American historians of education have been able to tangle with political 
Science, with sociology, with anthropology, with other kinds of history 
and focus, and to test theories and assumptions against the hard 
edge of American experience. In approaching the social and political 
Sciences in the 1960s and 1970s, many historians, whether in esta- 
blished traditions, or in the expanded frameworks set by Bailyn and 
Cremin, or in more radical ‘revisionist’ or other moulds, found them- 
selves continually forced back into historical activity. They had to look 
at the historical evidence regarding education (whatever its definition) 
in Chicago or St Louis, New England or the south, rural America or 
New York City. Historians found that they were still - despite, and 
conceivably even because of, entanglement with theory and ideology 
~ trying to understand Philadelphia or the history of childhood, the 
historical relationship between ethnicity and class, the onward march of 
the public school. The weakness of parochialism is the narrow range of 
definition or conceptual machinery it encourages. The benefit of 
parochialism is that it makes it more difficult to lose sight of the pursuit 
of historical realities - especially the diversity of individual experience. 
The work of David Tyack and others in the late 1970s and early 1980s 
on truant officers, school superintendents, the ‘take off of public 
education in rural and urban America and the nature of ‘leadership’ 1n 
American public education, has emphasized the differences as much as 
the patterns. Kaestle and Vinovskis, in their study of nineteenth- 
century Massachusetts education, have done the same. The stress 1n the 
work of Grubb and Lazerson on the complexities of the history of 
Vocationalism and of the youth-work relationship has been similar. 
Donald Warren’s History, Education, and Public Policy is a collection 
Which speaks to greater diversity of approach and intention than in 
many publications of the previous decade. The growing emphasis on 
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the experience of education speaks to the same diversity - through the 
work of historians like Barbara Finkelstein, the search for biography 
and autobiography in the work of Geraldine Joncich Clifford, and 
increased interest in the early American childhood experience of home 
and school. As in the work of Joseph Kett, the same is true of the 
experience of adolescence, school and religious conversion. 

The benefits of all of this are obviously those of attention to trans- 
community, trans-cultural experience within the American nation at 
different stages of development, a process extended from the 1960s to 
the problems raised by the reinterpretation of the educational history of 
the American poor, black, minority, and female. It may appear 
eccentric or harsh to call this range of work ‘parochial’ when the United 
States is such a multi-cultural and multi-national nation. Nevertheless, 
in the overwhelming majority of the published work the frontiers of the 
research and of emphasis have been the frontiers of the United States. 
The contours of methodology have been overwhelmingly those of the 
United States - however radically those contours have changed since 
the early 1960s. 

To what extent is the parochialism label an accusation, or merely a 
recognition of the inevitable? In what ways might a cross-national, 
cross-cultural or comparative educational history prove more attractive 
or feasible? Can sporadic or systematic concern with the history of other 
people’s education, with their interpretation of their own ‘history’ and 
‘education’, have implications for educational historiography generally? 
Does cross-cultural history not inevitably become some kind © 
sociology or theory, concerned only with models and paradigms? Is the 
real implication of the accusation of national parochialism not @ 
recognition that historians must concern themselves exclusively oF 
mainly with that level of unit or conceptual analysis which their 
methodology can cope with - the city, the cultural group, the state, the 
nation? Is the role of historians beyond that perhaps to help, to service 
the Comparative, sociological and other enterprises where their contri- 
bution is useful and acceptable - and occasionally to synthesize as best 
they can? What future is there for a ‘comparative social history © 
education’? 

The past relationship with comparative education colours the 
1 and discussion. Comparativists have on occasion see? 
themselves as the inheritors of the histori i inuing - 4% 
Kandel put it - ‘the study of history of ei kespi pee that 
history down to the present’.4 They have grappled with problems ° 
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cause and influence and borrowing across nations, and with problems of 
juxtaposition’ and analysis - what Bereday described as ‘the pre- 
liminary matching of data from different countries to prepare them for 
comparison’.’ Such juxtaposition and comparison have been pursued 
historically as well as with regard to contemporary analysis of systems. 
Historically, the comparative exercise has been one of determining, 
portraying and analysing national educational ‘character’ or character- 
istics. A range of American and European comparativists in the early 
twentieth century scrutinized national structures, legislation and 
institutions, in pursuit of concepts that would permit cross-national 
comparisons - devising or adopting a conceptual machinery which 
included ‘national psychology’, centralized and decentralized systems, 
totalitarian and democratic states. From Michael Sadler to Vernon 
Mallinson in Britain the search for national character suggested 
patterns of characteristic behaviour. Mallinson, one of the last 
spokesmen of the tradition, described the components of national 
character as those ‘forces of cultural continuity which determine the 
social behaviour of a nation as a whole’.® In his search for the 
fundamental, for the foundations of educational systems, Kandel in the 
United States pursued ‘those forces that determine the character of an 
educational system’.” , 
From the 1960s the nature of comparative educational scholarship 
changed, amidst widespread expressions of relief and congratulation. 
Brian Holmes in Britain talked of the ‘transfer of attention from 
descriptive studies of national systems to analyses of problems’, with 
the ‘methodological objective of replacing the names of systems and 
Countries by the names of concepts and variables’.* Harold Noah in the 
United States graphically described how R.V. Winkle, Professor of 
Comparative Education, asleep from 1959, awoke in 1970 to a new style 
of work which had ousted the dominant forces of Kandel, Hans and 
Lauwerys.’ We are not concerned here with the nature and problems of 
comparative education, but with the importance that this change 
Tepresents, as a movement away from a certain kind of history, es 
‘country characteristics” to “problems”, from problems fo: e 
Specification of relationships and formulation and testing of theories , 
away from the comparison of data towards a social science oe 
explain and predict rather than simply to identify and describe. 
Comparative education, whatever fresh difficulties and wing 
Was to face in defining problems and producing explanations, na 
abandoned its commitment to a history of national psychologies. 
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The new comparative education broke with a historical past at exactly 
the moment when American history of education plunged into its 
successive phases of historical revision. The new versions of history of 
education also discarded various cumulative traditions and conceptual 
frameworks. It is understandable, given the motivations to revise and to 
reassess, that American historians were preoccupied with the American, 
and with Europe as largely pre-American. Some slight attention was 
paid to the nature of US-Canadian educational relationships. At points 
where history has come closest to ideological debate, non-America has 
been largely used as supporting historical evidence - for example, the 
parallel roles of European pioneers of intelligence testing or the 
similarities of European education in relation to social stratification OF 
corporate capitalism. It is true, as we have suggested, that History of 
Education Quarterly, the History of Education Society, the AERA and 
other bodies, have presented historical concerns with education in other 
countries. American scholars - including research students - have in 
recent years probed aspects of Latin American, African, European and 
other educational pasts in new ways, but the emphasis has been most 
often on detailed investigation which has been little concerned with its 
own historiography, or with implications for American historio- 
graphical discussion. 

It can, of course, be argued that historians of education in other 
countries, listening to the American debates of the 1960s and 1970s, 
were aware of a tradition and a profession that had approached new 
frontiers, that were at the cutting edge of historical controversy: 
Historiographically, therefore, the rest of the world has in a sense had 
more to learn from American historians of education than Americans 
from others. European and other historians, listening to the signals 
from Bailyn and Cremin, from Michael Katz’s first books, from Roots 
of Crisis, from Schooling in Capitalist America, from Diane Ravitch’s 
critique of the revisionists, from David Trades The One Best System, 
have been listening to historiographical reappraisal as well as focusing 
on American historical content, Historians of education in othe 
countries may be none the less Parochial for that, and may have 
assumed perhaps that critical historiography was a shorrlived American 
aberration, more to do with American politics than history of education- 
In Europe, a cross-cultural, comparative history of education has been 
no less sparse than in the United States, although Europe-wide and 
international encounters amongst historians of education have taken 
place. Whatever purposes European seminars or international confer 
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ences may have, the production of cross-national or cross-cultural 
history may not be one of them. The directions of American history of 
education cannot, however, be determined by the weaknesses of other 
people’s condition. 

What is it that American historians of education may be said to have 
evaded outside the United States? The answer cannot be located in lists 
of ‘relevant’ historical moments or texts elsewhere, as any such list may 
be belied by the scholar who has in fact taken or is taking an interest in 
some piece of Japanese or French or Islamic or British colonial or other 
history. It is, of course, valuable for American scholars to be engaged in 
such historical tasks, but this does not necessarily point to any work that 
is in any sense ‘cross-cultural’. The argument here is not for a new, even 
a more advanced, form of juxtaposition. Nor is it merely a suggestion 
that Americans should be more familiar with specific, recent develop- 
ments in history of education elsewhere - such as recent European work 
on the history of literacy or particular types of educational institution or 
impact or enterprise. . 

The notion of ‘cross-cultural history’ or a “comparative social history 
Of education’ raises questions about what historians have to say to one 
another about education, about their definitions of the territory, about 
the strengths and weaknesses of their traditions, about their methodo- 
logies, Without such a starting-point, cross-national history of any kind 
in this field must remain imprisoned in two basic difficulties - the 
Teduction of the exercise to a persistently cumulative, non-analytic 
level; or the temptation to analyse on the basis of concepts which have 
little or no foundation in historical analysis and debate. American and 
other historians in the 1960s and 1970s discovered how intractable their 
Vocabularies were, how elusive was the machinery with which = 
attempted to order their perceptions of rediscovered and ie 
Past realities. They went through a multitude of interpretations ase 
On such concepts as modernization and industrialization, bureaucracy; 


roved 
Social control and centralization, only to find that the concepts P : 
e most instructive an 


troublesome and would not stay still. One of th most wð 
attractive features of American history of education sine! of 
decades has in fact been the very explicitness of its concerns. 90 a 
those concerns may have seemed less relevant or acute to oe 
Some other countries with older or better-established sei eh ee 
traditions and reactions to and debates about them; 2 aigein 
debates have provoked fresh reflection on what E developed a 
8 about, In the United States and elsewhere historians hav 
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need to hold and an interest in holding dialogue with social and political 
scientists grappling with the same conceptual difficulties. At the same 
time, the historian’s difficulties and enterprise return something to 
social science debate. A prerequisite of cross-cultural history across 
frontiers therefore has to be sustained dialogue amongst historians, not 
only about the cross-cultural meanings and possibilities, but also about 
cross-disciplinary experience. 

A second prerequisite is to identify useful focuses of historical 
attention within this framework, and to understand the processes of 
historical interpretation involved. At one level this is concerned with 
the changing meanings of concepts. For example, ‘cultural transmis- 
sion’ was a concept used in the United States by Monroe in the 1930s 
and Kandel in the 1950s, within their historical-comparative frame- 
work."! The same concept has also been central to the work of Pierre 
Bourdieu and European sociologists since the 1960s. The concept, the 
traditions, the intellectual basis of the analysis, is an important frontier 
of historical research in education, whether it be a concept borrowed 
from social science literature or one which - like industrialization - has 
become a stock feature of ‘common sense’ historical vocabulary. An 
example of this conceptual basis of comparative historical analysis 
would be that of ‘accountability’. The history of accountability in 
United States education has to do, for example, with relations betwee? 
school and community, with the testing movement, with changes in the 
direction from which political pressures come - including increasingly 
the federal involvement with education since the early 1960s. The 
English version of such a history might include variants, although 
enormously different ones, of all of those, but it would relate directly t° 
the existence of channels of public accountability which do not exist i 
the United States - including the emergence of a nation-wide public 
ezamination system from the mid-nineteenth century, the roles of Her 
Majesty s Inspectorate over nearly a century and a half, and the 
relationship between local government and school governing bodies ~ 
including those of church schools. At this level of conceptualizatio™» 
historians in a cross-cultural field would find themselves exploring not 
just parallel and juxtaposed traditions or data, but also different 
Perceptions of educational and Political relationships The exercise 
would in this case be not the comparativist’s interest in elucidating 
problems and issues, but a historical interest in describing 2” 
analysing how processes converge conceptually and diverge in the soci? 
complexities of apparently common phenomena. The pursuit would be 
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not national character and structures but historical processes, as 
perceived by participants, as negotiated into historical statements. 
Another example would be that of the different national experiences 
of institutions or processes which have common historical origins. The 
British and American social science movements of the second half of the 
Nineteenth century both derive from an initiative taken in London in 
1857, and for several decades had organizational and ideological 
affinities and relationships. In this case the cross-cultural interest to 
historians lies in the processes of transmission, interpretation and 
adaptation, the meaning of the relationship, as well as the divergent or 
Parallel characteristics of the two national movements. The creation of 
Sociological associations in the United States and in Britain, both in the 
Mid-1900s, and after the earlier social science movement had lost its 
Momentum and identity, suggests similar questions - with the added 
Interest of seeing how the two movements domesticated third-party 
inputs, such as that of Durkheim. Since the nineteenth- and twentieth- 
century developments, in both countries, were concerned with the 
definition of social institutions (including education) and with directly 
educational activities and concerns, it is historically helpful to 
disentangle their relationships to quite different emergent patterns of 
Educational provision and control. 
These prerequisites of cross-cultural 
therefore, suggest an extremely self-conscious historiography. An area 
Such as the history of adolescence would indicate how self-conscious the 
Tudiments of this history already are: Selwyn Troen’s analysis of the 
American definition of adolescence in the first two decades of this 
Century is explicitly described as an ‘economic’ interpretation. The 
Work of Joseph Kett and of John Gillis indicate how widely the histori- 
cal net has to be cast in order to produce explanations of the emergence 
ora Socially accepted category ~- including the conception of when 


childhood ends, what society wants from or owes to the child at that 
ce and authority, the 


Point, the changing nature of religious experien a T 
€mergence and nature of youth movements, changes 1n schooling, 
employment, the onset of puberty, the family, attitudes towards voca- 
tional elements in curricula.'? These and many other elements 1n ses 
history point both towards major social and cultural nae an 

towards profoundly controversial ground on which historians of many 
Kinds have done battle. Cross-cultural analysis therefore becomes 
Concerned in this way with the details of small-scale relationships, not 


Just the larger patterns of past approaches. 


history across frontiers must, 
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Examples such as this indicate ways of attempting not just cross- 
national, comparative history, but the cross-cultural elements in such 
history. The emphasis could bring history of education closer to anthro- 
pological definitions suggested by Bailyn in Education in the Forming of 
American Society. Cross-cultural interests obviously go beyond 
institutional patterns into related areas of experience and explanation. 
Such interests include the social construction and acceptance of 
symbols, or what Margaret Mead discusses in terms of ‘images’. Her 
educational images include different types (‘expectations’ might be a 
suitable word) of teacher in different eras and settings." The teacher, 
the schoolhouse, the student, however, are for historians more than 
types or images - they also represent varieties of expectation or 
experience shaped and conditioned in different ways. Numbers, argued 
E.H. Carr, count in history - citing a million discontented peasants 3° 
being historically important, where a single one is not." Cultural 
history, however, cannot be dominated by the composite, by the know? 
outcomes of scale. It is not concerned solely with images, socio- 
economically defined groups, patterns of class relationships, the 
Statistics of mobility. It is concerned with varieties as well as uniformi- 
ties of experience, with teachers as well as the image of the teacher, the 
ae reconstruction of schooling as well as its relationship to the 
oie evi sense of variety and individuality is difficult to hold 
the ideal eae ee aa a E ree 
mechanisms of control. A ciel aa ba is ae ee 
cultures is pulled in both directi S pproach to cultures and st 
and towards the individ ctions - towards patterns and phporiesi 
cultural history which | ual biography in specific settings. A cross 
tional condition, as el on individual perceptions of the educa 
ditnenisions, as a wes as on cross-frontier resonances of large! 
necessary to underline e be constructed. Here again, it 15 
initiate such an exercise, If 3 itical historiography that would have to 
historians will have to is be cite wilco Nomen et 
a be able to investigate. the cultural complexities they wish and 

e kind ; 
cheaper hue seas pe all of these levels at vie 
‘reform’. Reform points historicall A r: piace woul, be thar pA 
making, legislative and erage ae ae s patterns of national policy 
strongly represented in the li change, and at that level is already 
communities and experi e literature. It points secondly towards 
perience, the declared and undeclared motivations 
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mec a eae and agencies of change and resistance to 
deol eon evel there are patchy and often fumbling attempts at 
nine T analysis, often without clear targets and merits beyond 
thirdl iography and local or institutional history. It points, 
at I0 the most recent and difficult of the levels of historiography 
ee ideology and of the conflicting bases of ‘interpretation. At this 
Bocce attempt has often been to demythologize, to dispel accepted 
and et to suggest the socio-historical construction of categories 
eoira and purposes - whether elevating the actors to manipulative, 
ete orial positions, or relegating them to the role of puppets of 
ge ying, larger forces. The history of reform motivation is perhaps 
ee a complex and difficult kind of educational history, and for that 
ie k eason could perhaps benefit most from a new comparative histori- 
ce - supplementing and challenging untested and often 
ad ge macro-theory and macro-diagnosis. The nature, elements 
Earn of educational reform are the kind of research territory 
nation ee prove most profitable, if subjected to SoS sewed 
ken scholarship and confronting the methodological and 1 eo- 
E problems it must inevitably raise. : 
: Xtensions of and debates about social and cultural history have only 
€cently begun to intrude upon the history of education. The ‘cross- 
Cultural’ and ‘comparative social’ dimensions of historical research will 
Need to benefit from those intrusions if they are to become serious fields 
or analysis and research. A historical extension of this kind begins, 
therefore, with glances back at an older historical, comparative 
education, at anthropological and other social science debates, at 
National uniformities and diversities, and at the historiographic issues 


th : A 
€ very intention provokes. 
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12 Case study and historical research 


concept of case study 
action and conscious- 
odological constraints 


A hoe EAS social science research the ci 
E ONAE OH eat questions of social 
sind NE eee are not subject to the meth i 
digcascich ram es bgt: scale. In this sense, much of the previous 
a meena i ook - for example, ofa reputation, ofa movement, of 
sed Gas po icy change - might be described as efforts at historical 
atk y. ield researchers using case study approaches have 

empted the difficult and elusive task of circumscribing a complex 
area of reality and engaging with it sufficiently to portray and to 
elucidate some central process. The case study in its formulations and 
theories has in recent years become one attempt to confront the diffi- 
culties previously raised for the social sciences by controversy over their 
conceptual and methodological bases. In educational and social sicence 
research, therefore, case study approaches raise critical questions of 
definition, aim, theory and method - and they reflect underlying 
Methodological disputes in the fields to which they contribute. They 
Present major problems concerning the nature of the ‘case’, that is, of 
how a specimen of social interaction can be taken as representative, OF 
typical, or illustrative, of some constituency of similar interactions. In 
educational research particularly the nature and value of the ‘case’ have 
become a focus of stringent analysis. Historians have always been 
involved with problems of the specific and the general, the unique and 
the pattern, the datum and data. Surprisingly, whilst accepting the 
vocabulary of the representative and typical (for example, Snstitutions’, 
the family’ or ‘bureaucracy’) they are rarely concerned about the nature 


Of the relationship between ‘cases’ and the generic. : 
Nevertheless, historians - and none more than historians of education 
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- use the term ‘case study’ frequently, indiscriminately, and with a 
variety of weaker meanings than one would expect to find in the 
literature of field-based educational research. Its use may signal less an 
attempt to grapple with problems of generalization or typicality in 
social processes than an evasion or an admission of impotence: the 
history of an educational institution presented as a case study may 
indicate only the haziest notion of the regularities and irregularities of 
that zype of institution, or of that kind of process of social change or 
stabilization. It may merely indicate that the historian is aware of the 
existence of accepted categories or nomenclatures, and realizes that his 
description or narrative account bears some undefined relationship to 
those generalities. More often than not in the writing of an historical 
thesis an author will claim case study status for an account of a 
particular institution or group of institutions (school, school board, 
mechanics’ institute, pressure group, etc.) in order to suggest 4 
relevance wider than that immediately implied by the account - at the 
same time as setting it in an introductory historical sweep which is 
assumed to be required ritual in higher studies. What is true of a 
particular institution or place may somehow be seen to be true or in 
some way relevant elsewhere. A particular analysis or story may 
Strengthen or weaken the held orthodoxies about the picture in the 
sector or nationally. In spite of the contemporary status of local history» 
researchers may find the concept of case study valuable in trying tO 
ward off accusations of parochialism, 

The more critical the account presented is of common assumptions OF 
orthodoxies, the less in fact it is likely to be offered as a case study - and 
appears to be an ‘anti-case study’, or perhaps an unwitting, hesitant case 
study of a possible alternative Strategy or interpretation. A doctoral 
student, exploring the Liverpool labour movement in the late 
nineteenth century, finds his analysis in conflict with accepted accounts 
of national labour movement attitudes to education, and the result 
appears therefore neither a case study of what is commonly accepted; 
nor - by its very nature - generalizable to other cities.! Another doctoral 
student finds his study of Sunday schools in conflict with the most 


authoritative existing picture of the Sunday schools - that contained in 
Tom Laqueur’s Religion and Respectability 


- and his account and his 
finding 


s - in particular or in general - may seem too new in an 
insecurely understood field to be presented as a ‘case’? The problem of 
definition and strategy has to be seen against the commonly, frequently 
accepted practice of offering as historical case study only that which 
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appears to reinforce some generalization or assumption already held or 
partly held by some constituency of scholars or readers. Historical case 
study has most often been a form of weak, descriptive illustration. 

It is arguable, of course, that the concept of case study is inappro- 
priate in historical work. It might be suggested, for example, that all 
historical writing is case study, in the sense that all historical narrative, 
description and analysis concerns single and particular cases, events, 
instances - but indicative always of that small number of dichotomies 
which are the permanent concern of historians ~ tradition and change, 
stability and instability, continuity and discontinuity. If all historical 
work is part of such an endless tapestry, then the concept of case study 
loses any real meaning. Alternatively, it might be suggested that history 
never produces ‘cases’ because of the ultimate uniqueness of all 
historical events. Although these may be cumulative, they do not 
produce any sense of historical pattern. In such a view, the only history 
is detailed narrative and biography - indicating the unpredictability of 
human action, and the inapplicable, unrepeatable nature of the 
historical event. Whilst both of these arguments may caricature what 
historians actually do, they indicate real obstacles to bringing together 
meaningfully the work of historians of education and those forms of 
educational research which have attempted to use and to elucidate the 
case study approach. : 

The obstacles arise principally from misleading, ‘common sense 
approaches to historical uniqueness. I have argued elsewhere that 
historical description and analysis are inescapably engaged with the 
conceptual machinery which historians either invent or, more 
commonly, simply take over on trust from the social sciences, 1n order 
to organize their data and arguments.’ In terms of recent historiography 
- especially American - outstanding examples include bureaucratizanon 
and centralization, professionalization and urbanization. These an 


others - including industrialization and social control - Pe a. 
Serious presence internationally in the organization of historical sc. a z 
ship in recent decades. Some of the concepts that have been o 5 
historical writing, or to specific sectors of it, have been > pen 
long and rancorous dispute over questions of definition ae vial 4 
These have included vocabularies which suggest perio saber or 
structure - such as feudalism, capitalism and Se edd? 
which suggest widely recognizable processes» such as secu yore 
modernization - all of which concepts bring historians 1n 


shared with social and political scientists. 
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There are other levels of generalization and conceptualization which 
permanently interrelate with the historian’s concern with the ‘unique’, 
for example in the historian’s constant and necessary reference to 
institutions and processes which he must use in accepted or taken-for- 
granted forms - the regiment, the clergy, the working class, the 
universities, maidservants, the cabinet, the party, administrators, OT 
education. However hard historians try to localize such vocabulary, 
they are constantly a prey to the generalized image. All history exists, of 
course, only via a process of reconstitution which relies on forms of 
imaginative generalization at several levels removed from the lived 
experience - what Paul Rock describes as ‘an organization of ideas 
which (the historian) has synthesized out of others’ syntheses. He 
Tegroups and reformulates typifications of typifications, unable to 
obtain any immediate access to the settings which he explores.’! The 
question mark over case study which results from a historical concern 
with uniqueness has to be removed by a discussion which is rooted in a 
view of history as a permanent dialogue between the instance and 
various levels of generalization and conceptualization. From such a 
starting-point it is possible to approach case Study strategy with more 
than a simple, illustrative model in mind. Educational researchers have 
developed an interest in case study not only as an analysis of multiple 
Tealities but also as a methodology which permits of the incorporation 
of the widest range of angles of vision of the participants - an approach 
which has some echoes in educational historiography.’ A view of history 
which is both interpretative and self-consciously resistant to unilinear 
explanations offers the best possible approximation to the past 
experience under Scrutiny. It shares with case study field research a 
number of important characteristics, of which the literature seems tO 
underline several central ones. The case Study, it is emphasized, is not 
representative, but exemplary, It is concerned with ‘the portrayal of 4 
Single instance locked in time and circumstance 


of an i i ion’. It j i 
nstance in action’.’ It is an ‘umbrella term for a family of research 


dual case.’ 

Case study research is concerned, in its approach to the instance, t° 
explore the possibilities of cumulation and categorization different from 
those inherent in the statistical tradition. It therefore confronts 
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"pie pan aba the selectivity of data, the reliability of findings, 
e researcher, and a range of related methodological 
problems. We cannot here consider these in detail, but it is obvious that 
such problems are not unrelated to historical method, and that the 
issues of case study verification and application can also be discussed in 
relation to historical analysis. Categorization in history is an issue to 
which I have already referred. Selectivity, judgement and reliability are 
questions central to historiography. Before we can consider, however, 
the points at which the two sets of methodological problems meet, we 
must first approach the questions of verification and application more 
specifically from within a historical frame of reference. 

Verification is concerned not just with evidence, but with the 
acceptability and legitimacy of evidence. Lawrence Stenhouse draws 
attention to the fact that historians characteristically appeal to ‘publicly 
available evidence’. He suggests that ‘history is in one of its aspects the 
public discussion of accessible evidence aimed at drawing the bound- 
aries of the range of reasonable interpretation’. Elsewhere he underlines 
the importance of the historian’s invention of the footnote in the 
nineteenth century, and he suggests a possible recourse for case study 
researchers to historical method: ‘Any generalization from case studies 
must appeal to the same criterion for its validity, and since this cannot 
be replicability it would be well to adopt the historian’s appeal to the 
concurrence of trained judgement of publicly accessible sources."° It is 
crucially important, as Stenhouse indicates, that ‘evidence’ cannot be 
separated from ‘the concurrence of trained judgement’. The historian 
relates to data within what Paul Rock calls ‘the limits of manageable 
comprehension’," limits within which some kind of ‘concurrence’ as to 
the possible range of meanings and interpretations is constantly having 
to be renegotiated. The professional boundaries within which trained 
historical judgement can operate may have constricting and even 
stultifying effects, but they provide a working area and sets of 
conventions within which ‘concurrence’, ‘manageable comprehension 
and the renegotiation of interpretations are possible. 

Case study researchers in education are constantly aware of the 
related problems of verification and audience: social scientists report 
primarily to their peers, whereas in case study research the andene 
may include the objects of and participants in the research." The 
historical footnote, reference, bibliography, are appeals to fellow 
members of a community who share respect for the same gnolcly 
conventions, and who are able to have resort to the same ‘publicly 
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accessible sources’ and explicit methodologies. Subsequent scholars can 
in this way check on a historian’s accuracy and reliability, follow his 
steps through the data and the interpretation, and make judgements 
about his ‘scholarship’ and findings. The approach to evidence 
therefore relates also to the ‘professionalism’ of the constituency, and 
indeed much historical research has its origins in the attempt to 
measure up to and go beyond the ‘work’ - that is, the data, the 
methodology and the analysis - of previous scholars. 

There is danger in this argument, however, of treating data and 
evidence as inert. There is no need here to rehearse the long and 
complex attempts to define historical ‘facts’, but in relation to the 
problem of verification there is one critical point to underline, as E.H. 
Carr does in What Is History? The discussion of the nature of historical 
facts, he points out, is not about accuracy. That is merely a pre- 
condition: however you come at the problem of historical method and 
the work of the historian, it has to be assumed from the outset that 
historians try to get their facts ‘tight’. For a historian to get his names 
and dates and events correct is merely the base-line from which 
historical problems begin - just as an architect must assume that the 
bricks for his building will be of the right quality and dimensions.” 
Historical evidence must obviously be ‘reliable’ in that sense. It is only 
from that point onwards that the dispute begins about the historian’s 
relationship to his facts, his selectivity, his ideology. There is a sense, of 
course, in which the data of educational history are no more ‘inert’ oF 
‘reliable’ than those which derive from case study research in educa- 
tional field settings. The field researcher is used to balancing 
perceptions in situations of ‘critical intersubjectivity’, which - rather 
than objectivity” - is what Stenhouse considers the researcher is 
seeking.’ It is clear that some oral historians are operating in a similar 
visu cages and make a similar appeal to subjectivity - ‘that area 

olic activi ich i iti ig 
logical sare Am eaaa mee te send 
5 l À 4 istory brings the historia 
into relationships which are not dissimilar from those of the researcher 
in the school, and raise similar questions of ‘intersubjective’ dialogue- 
But what of the historian who is dealing with the more distant pasts 
with documents, with data already covered over with layers of selection 
and interpretation, and whose authors are not available for interlocu- 
tion? What dialogue is possible with the dead? 

I would argue that the Supreme test of the historian is, in fact, his 
ability to conduct such a dialogue. If all history is imaginative 
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reconstruction, then the historian must constantly re-invent the answer- 
back. This does not mean to ventriloquize - quite the opposite. It means 
that the historian needs to listen to the resonance of his own and others’ 
attempted descriptions and explanations, and must allow historical 
sources to respond and disturb and upset them. It means a constant 
effort to lower the historian’s own voice and the stridency of his own 
time. It means a constant diminution of his sense of knowing the 
outcome, of the arrogance of his own judgement after the event. 
However unsatisfactory the conversation, it has to take place - in order 
to treat evidence as elusive and unreliable and the opposite of the inert - 
within the controlling, changing and growing imagination of the 
historian. If this process is not the same as that in which social scientists 
and field researchers are engaged, it is one which has recognizable 
implications for them, and which has a great deal to learn from their 
experience. An appeal to the historical method of submitting to ‘the 
concurrence of trained judgement of publicly accessible sources’ carries 
the danger of not recognizing that the historian, his judgement, his 
Publicly declared sources, are in some ways as insecure as those of case 
study research. Nevertheless, the historical appeal to some kind of 
verification is a necessary and valuable process, once it is recognized 
that the historian has to conduct the same constant struggle to 
understand the nature of his own selectivity, the validity of his 
categorizations, the limitations of his form of ‘immersions’ in the 
experience he attempts to recreate.'® 

Historical data and ‘case studies’ are, like other forms of case study, 
cumulative and applicable in only a limited Sense. Take, for example, 
the discussion in the earlier chapter on Robert Owen’s reputation as an 
educationist. In it I set out to show that Owen’s reputation had been 
increasingly lost from view after the 1830s, and had begun to beste 
established towards the end of the nineteenth century ~ to be made 
secure only in the late twentieth century. I tried to explain the changing 
fortunes of that reputation and found myself also suggesting that there 
Were other reputations which had fared similarly, notably w of 
George Combe, phrenologist and educationist, who had shared a 
considerable prestige and from the middle of the nineteenth century 
more or less vanished from historical recognition. My explanations lay 
in the changing emphasis on institutional (I could have argued me 
supported or state-legitimized) success and survival, and the manipu ; 
tion - conscious or not - of the record in order to exclude the pas 
venient, the institutionally unremembered, Or the embarrassing. Owen 
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and Combe, however prominent in their day and way, became all = 
these, while Brougham, Kay-Shuttleworth and Lowe, for examp : 
secured their historical places through legislation, mies 
innovation, the library of texts catalogued under aspects of both, i 
their contributions to what came to be seen as a system and an rng 
part of the modern consciousness of the state.” The analysis ts 
attempted of Robert Owen was a case study - whether I intended it 
be or not - of the way history and historians remember and forget. 
was generalizable, in my view, to Combe and to a number of other 
nineteenth-century figures I had in mind (radicals, social = 
proponents and others, such as James Simpson, William Ellis T 
William Ballantyne Hodgson). In its content and its methodology the 
study might suggest some meanings and generalizations beyond ij 
particularities of Owen’s recognition and loss of it. It is possible thal 
such a historical exercise might be informed and enhanced by a u 
sideration of, for example, sociological discussion of the processes © 
legitimation. J.F.C. Harrison raises this sort of question in his analysis 
of late eighteenth- and early nineteenth-century millenarian belief. His 
book is concerned with specific examples and he relates them to paro” 
cular contexts in the hope of attaining ‘historical understanding - 
Millenarianism can be studied, however, ‘from many different ae 
by anthropologists, psychiatrists, sociologists, political scientists, 29 
theologians; and the historian is not in such a strong position that he 


n i RA > In 
can afford to ignore the benefits of interdisciplinary study- A 
considering millenarianism 


as a type of salvationism we may gain from the sociologists some 
useful hints on typology .. . By the use of theoretical models we may 
be able to sort out some of the divergent and confusing positions © 
those who are loosely grouped together as millenarians. 


Harrison’s is a modest and tentative appeal beyond the specifics of his 
narrative, and my own appeal beyond Owen is not - and certainly W35 
not at the time - any stronger than that.'8 ‘nena 
As a second example take the study which I co-authored of a Nationa 
School in Kennington, London, under the title The Education of the 
Poor. The original suggestion for the title of the book - one which i 
publishers rejected - was The Instruction of the Infant Poor, a quotatio® 
from one of the early nineteenth-century documents we were using; 2? 
a common form of expression of the time, In doing the research aP 
writing the book we were aware from the bginning that the work we 
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unique - in that the records we had found enabled us to write the first 
reasonably substantial history of an elementary school. On the other 
hand, we treated the story of the transition from the education of the 
infant poor’ to what the late twentieth-century school documents called 
the education of ‘each child’, as being in some way a ‘representative’ 
case or example. Our subtitle, The History of a National School, for all 
its specificity hints that it is in some way indicative of the story of 
National schools. We did not call it a case study, but we might well have 
done, given what we considered it to be at the time. I have indicated 
above in Chapter 1 that any representative claim for the account was 
based at crucial points on little or no evidence.” The book seemed to 
Suggest that St Mark’s, Kennington, as an early monitorial school, was 
more efficient and humane than we had expected, and that existing 
accounts of monitorial practice were thereby made suspect. What I 
realized was that I had made unwarranted assumptions about the state 
of our knowledge of the institutions at large against which we were 
Setting the Kennington story. I had not previously realized that no 
existing textbook account of monitorial education had been based on 
any attempt to research that practice, as distinct from researching what 
the theorists of the system had proposed for the schools. We had not 
allowed for any historical answer-back. It was from that starting-point 
that I was led to some other unexplored assumptions and other ‘aspects 
Of neglect’ in key areas of the history of education - many of which 
came as a complete surprise to me, even after having also contributed 
the nineteenth-century chapters to A Social History of Education in 
England. The lesson was one which I might have learned more easily 
With a greater understanding of how far the social sciences are 
Concerned with revealing and exploring what appears to be familiar. 

A final example, related to the last, is the work also discussed in an 
earlier chapter on British and American social science 1n the late 
Nineteenth century, and especially its educational content and impact. 
This has been a major area of neglect, since historians of education 1n 


. z ii e 
both countries have not been concerned at all with the social scienc 
nth century, and the 


movement in the second half of the ninetee d interest 
historians of social science in both countries Ha a I eee ane 
whatever in its educational dimensions and implications. Inc > 


> g work found myse involved wii the 
e I d If Ived th th 
er, In pursuin, the wo: y: 

istorical literature relating to the 


Fo aan aaan o ituti fth ineteenth century 
development of the characteristic institutions o n en P me 
~ for example, penitentiaries, reformatories, welfare org 
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institutions - as well as with the organization of reform and o 
motivation of reformers. There was no way of approaching the aes 
of the educational work of the NAPSS or the ASSA, without z "r 
account of ideological controversies around the work at 1 ied 
reformers, around the nature of liberalism, and around the ‘concea! a 
motives of humanitarian and progressive reform. Any paper of : 
educational work of the social science movements would become a S 
study’ of Victorian reform and would be situated in those debates. a 
would be taken as some kind of example, if only of how 1 wou 

approach reform movements in general. No matter how specific ~ 
account and analysis, it would have ‘case’ implications, and it oe 
need to confront the wider implications of my work in relation to the 
various kinds of literature which had attempted to portray reform 
movements as seeking increased social control, ways of ‘blaming the 
victim’, and new patterns of social order and legitimation of the status 

uo. 

á There is nothing particularly new or revealing about any of ea 
examples. Historians come upon the unexpected, find extensions ote 
implications beyond the points from which they begin, discover ma 
own ignorance, re-examine their assumptions, realize that other peop A 
have things to say about their problems, and discover that even ke 
appears most straightforward and taken-for-granted may become t 1 
focus of differing interpretations and profound controversy. The point 

would make from these examples, however, relates to the form me 
‘application’ of historical case studies. They indicate, first of all, tha 
historical case study is not necessarily a ‘method’ on which a historian 
embarks - it may unexpectedly become a strategy and a direction - and Í 
may (as with field researchers) lead him to go back and revise a 
original intentions, and certainly his assumptions. A study of historian 
detail, of an instance, of a unique event, may point towards wider 
generalizations, the need for sustained revision, a search for applica 
tions. A ‘case’ may become the necessary starting-point for other ‘cases > 
for a process of fresh historical debate and understanding. In that sani 
the validity of the methodology becomes of central importance: 

historical case study becomes above all an example of ‘how to do it > + 
how to conduct the argument. As with field researchers, though pe 
quite different outcomes, what the case study comes to be about relate 
intimately to how it has been and may be done. Historical analysis e 
periods and processes may be carried forward, therefore, by t 4 
application of what is learned from particular studies about tactic» 
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about emphases, about limitations and about possibilities. 

Analytical history benefits from the tension between the case study 
and what is previously known or assumed also in terms of the ability of 
historians not merely to pile narrative on narrative, data on data, but to 
contribute to decisions about what it is important to understand and 
how to shape the process of understanding. Attempts to find research 
Strategies in education which are alternative or supplementary to those 
based on quantification and replication, place the researcher and his 
Judgement in centre-stage as a deliberate act, and not as often happens 
in the latter case by an apparent flaw of stage-management. The case 
Study researcher knows that his ‘case’ is not replicable, and Stenhouse’s 
important appeal to history is part of a search for ways not only of 
redefining verification but also of understanding how what is 
apparently and self-consciously unique can have wider applicability. 
The historian’s products must be derived, he stresses, aS independently 
of present concerns as is possible, but those products are nevertheless 
useful in the present precisely because of their influence on the 
historian’s judgement - 
present and future works through the 
refinement of judgement, not the refinement of prediction. In the face 
of an unfolding experience which is largely unpredictable history 
attempts to equip us to understand the unpredicted by being able to 
fit it very rapidly into a systematically ordered and interpreted grasp 


of experience so far.” 


the utilization of history in 


Historical case study may attempt to equip the historian and his 
untering the ‘instance in 


Constituency with a larger talent for enco ; 
action’, and especially its unexpected elements, and for making more 
complex and satisfying the process of explanation. My examples above 
illustrate the need to see how attention to historical derail may 
foreshadow and require a transition to the status of the ‘case „and bov 
the application of historical case study may - as with field-base 
research - need to be defined in non-traditional ways 1n which 
important messages are carried across disciplines Neither historical “d 
any other kind of case study becomes applicable by virtue of a 
Teplicability. The historian stands at the intersection of the genera : “os 
images which result from past experiences and the revised images W ne 
result from fresh ‘cases’, and from reflection on them and pony: “gi 
against) them. Forms of application can be sought only 1 


knowledge of that complexity. 
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In the history of education one ‘inadvertent’ case study may trigger 
revised understandings at many levels. The ‘case’ of the Liverpool 
labour movement may reopen deep assumptions about national policy 
and action. The ‘case’ of schooling in a pre-industrial rural area may 
lead to challenges to assumptions about the role of urbanization in the 
growth of school systems - and to the validity of the concept of ‘social 
control’ in historical explanation. The case may, of course, lead to 
misplaced confidence in what the case indicates. Michael Katz’s 
exploratory and crucially important case studies of nineteenth-century 
Massachusetts were used by Martin Carnoy to ‘prove’ wide-ranging 
and hysterical demolitions of educational progressivism and reform in 
Education as Cultural Imperialism? reminding us only how closely 
intertwined are evidence and ideology, case study and theory, and that 
today’s case study may become tomorrow’s theoretical orthodoxy. Case 


study research in education, including its history, has to be wary of 


developing over-simplified versions to replace those forms of research 
or description or analysis which it attempts to replace. If, as 
MacDonald and Walker suggest, the case study researcher is like the 
artist in portraying, through a single instance, ‘enduring truths about 
the human condition’, then the methodology employed, in history 2 
elsewhere, will reflect the complexities and uncertainties of that 
condition, and of the range of human activities designed to capture and 
represent its truth.” In the history of education, which is concerned - aS 
we have suggested throughout - with regularity and diversity in human 


experience, a case study in always more than illustration. It is part of a 
constant and difficult exercise of reinterpretation. 
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